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1) Y OF SUBJEC TTER
TO: Members of the Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous Materials
FROM: Subcommittee on Railtoads, Pipelines, and Hazardous Matetials Staff

SUBJECT: Heating on “Expanding Passenger Rail Service”

URPOSE OF HEAR

The Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous Materials will meet on Monday,
June 22, 2009, at 10:00 am., in room 6A of the United States Post Office and District Courthouse
located at 700 Grant Street in Pittsbutgh, Pennsylvania to receive testimony on the need for
expanding passenget tail setvice across the nation and the benefits of expansion. The hearing will
also highlight the need for more passenger tail service in Pennsylvania.

BACKGROUND

Qur nation’s transpottation system is near capacity, with gridlock on our highways and in
our airspace. In 2006, there wete more than three trillion vehicle miles traveled, five times the level
in 1955, This figure is toughly double the nation’s total mileage traveled in 1980, and more than
four times the total mileage traveled in 1957, the Interstate’s first year.

According to the Texas Transportation Institute’s 2007 Urban Mobility Report, the wasted fucl
and time resulting from this congestion has translated into a total congestion cost of $78.2 billion in
2005—85.1 billion higher than in 2004. The report also found that congestion causes the average
peak-period traveler to spend an extra 38 houts of travel time, 26 gallons of fuel, and amounts to a
cost of $710 per traveler. Accotding to the repott, in the 14 Jargest urban areas in the nation, the
amount of travel delay grew approximately 350 percent from 1982 to 2005. The average driver in 28
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metropolitan areas experienced 40 or moze hours of delay pet year. Accidents and traffic delays cost
Ameticans mote than $365 billion a year — $1 billion a day — or $1,200 for every man, woman, and
child in the nation.

Out nation’s airways fated no better. Despite record passenger loadings of 765.3 million
domestic and intemational passengers in 2007, delays in the nation's aviation system delivered a
staggering blow to the economy, costing passengets, aitlines and related businesses $41 billion,
according to a congtessional study. In FY 2008, U.S. aitlines continued to meet demand, carrying
757.4 million passengers, but the impact of unprecedented fuel prices and a recession have caused
airlines to cutback capacity through reductions and elimination of routes leaving consumets to vie
for less choices and capacity.

The U.S. Depattment of Transportation (JOT) has described the resulting increase in
congestion as “chronic.” Moving passengers to railways can hayc an immediate impact on highways
and airways, alleviating congestion, and reducing the nse of and pollutants from fossil fuels.

One 75-foot wide rail corridor can catty the same number of persons per hour as a 16-lanc
cxpressway, while emitting fewer pollutants and consuming less enetgy per passenger mile. Capacity
can be added to many existing rail corridors at a lower cost with track and signal improvements,
modern train sets, ot high-speed rail.

Rail travel is six times safer than highway travel, and worldwide is the one of the safest mode
of transportation. In 2008, there were 2,414 train accidents (freight and passenger), resulting in 27
fatalities and 282 injuries. In addition, there were 2,391 ttain accidents at highway-rail grade
crossings, resulting in 286 fatalities and 935 injuries. In comparison, in 2007, there were mote than
six million police-reported motor vehicle traffic crashes, sesulting in 41,059 fatalities and nearly 2.5
million injuries.

Increased travel by rail stimulates economic activity and spurs private investment in urban
areas and central business districts around rail stations. Rail service grants the freedom of mobility
to those unable to casily use out ait and highway systems because of age, physical disabilities, health
problems, or economic citcumstances, while reducing our dependence on foteign oil.

Investment in the expansion of passenger rail service will also encourage economic growth
through the creation of highly skilled, good paying jobs. In March 2009, the Burcau of Labor
Statistics reported that the toles of the unemployed swelled to 13.2 million. When patt-time and
discoutaged workets who want full-time jobs ate included, the number of unemployed/under-
employed workets incteases to 24.3 million. In Pennsylvania, the Bureau of Labor Statistics
reported that 499,911 people wete unemployed in April 2009 (7.8 percent), compared to 290,266 in
December 2007 (4.6 percent). :

Since the recession began in Decembet 2007, one of the hardest hit sectors has beenin ,
construction where nnemployment tates have reached over 21 percent. Since that time, over
1,050,000 jobs have been lost in the construction sector. Expanding passenger rail infrastructure
will create jobs, not only in the construction sectos of the economy, but in the manufacturing and
service sectors as well.
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"To address our nation’s econotnic, energy, envitonmental, and transportation challenges, our
nation needs to continue expanding passenger rail service and invest in high-speed rail. In 2007, the
Passenger Rail Working Gtoup of the National Sutface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study
Cominission reported that the total capital cost estimate of re-establishing the national intercity
passenger rail network between now and 2050 is approximately $357.2 billion or $8.1 billion
annually.

Passen il Fx ion d,

After decades of declining passenger rail service and consequent revenue decline from
intercity passenger trains, Conggess created the National Railroad Passenger Corporation, more
commonly known as Amttak in 1970. Amtrak was tasked with taking over passenger services
nationwide and rebuilding the rail passenger system into a modern, efficient conveyance.

Today, Amtrak operates a rail network across 46 states, serving mote than 500 destinations
on 21,000 miles of routes with its neatly 18,000 employees. In its sixth straight year of record
ridetship, Amtrak served atound 78,000 passengers per day on it 300 trains, totaling more than 28.7
million passengets nationwide during fiscal year 2008. With ongoing concerms over congestion and
our dependence on foreign oil, rising gas prices, and greenhouse gas emissions, both Amtrak and the
States continue to look for opportunities to expand passenger rail service

Adequate investment in passenger tailtoad infrastructure is crucial for national economic
growth, glabal competitivencss, the environment, and quality of life. Continued effotts to expand
passenget rail services are ctitical to maintain an effective nationwide system as well as to advance
Congress’ and the President’s vision for the development of high-speed rail in the United States.

Legislation

On October 16, 2008, Congress addressed the need for the development of passenger rail by
signing the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act (P.L. 110-432) (PRIIA). PRIIA
reauthorized Amtrak and provided a total of $13.06 billion over five years to encourage the
development of new and improved intercity passenger rail sesvice through an 80-20 Federal/State
matching grant program and help to bring the Northeast Cortidor to a state-of-good-repait.

Of the $13.06 billion, PRIIA authorized $5.315 billion (an average of $1.063 billion pet ycar)
to Amtrak for capital grants, and §2.949 billion (an average of §589.8 million per year) for operating
grants. It also authorized $1.9 billion for a new State Capital Grant program for intercity passenger
rail projects. This ptogtam ptovides $325 million for “congestion grants” to Amtrak and the States
for high-priotity rail cotridors to increase capacity along certain lines to reduce congestion and
facilitate ridership. PRIIA fusther provided $1.5 billion over five years for development of high-
speed rail on the 11 designated corridors.

On February 17, 2009, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (P.L. 111-5)
(Recovery Act) was signed into law. The Recovery Act provides §64.1 biltion of infrastructure
investment of which $9.3 billion is dedicated for passenger rail. This includes $8 billion in grants to
States for development of intercity passenger and high-speed rail, with the President’s budget
proposing additional funding fort each of the next five yeats for the advancement and development
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of high-speed tail throughout the nation. In addition, the Recovery Act provided $1.3 billion for
capital improvements to Amtrak.

Pennsylvania Passenger Rail Service

Pennsylvania is currently served by five key Amtrak intercity rail corridors and routes. These
routes include the Keystone Cortidor, Capitol Limited Route, Pennsylvanian, the Lake Shore
Limited Route, and the Northeast Cortidor. In 2008, three of Amtrak’s busiest stations were in
Pennsylvania: Philadelphia 30th Street Station was ranked the third busiest station; Harrisburg was
ranked 21%; and Lancaster 22™, At the end of FY08, Amtrak employed 2,539 Pennsylvania
residents. These five routes are detailed below:

The Keystone Cotridor is a 104-mile Amtrak-owned line between Harrisburg and
Philadelphia (through Lancaster). The DOT has designated the Keystone Corridor as a high-speed
corridor. Amtrak runs between 11 and 14 trains per day in each direction.

The Capitol Limited Route opetates from Chicago to Washington, D.C. with only one
Pennsylvania stop in Pittsburgh. From Washington D.C, to Pittsburgh PA, Amtrak runs on track
owned by the CSX Corpotation (CSX), a freight rail company. From Pittsburgh, PA to Chicago, IT,
Amtrak opetates on track owned by Notfolk Southern, This route operates one train east and one
train west each day. '

The Pennsylvanian setvice run by Amttak operates from Chicago, IL to New Yotk City, NY
through Pittsburgh, Harrisburg and Philadelphia, PA. From Chicago, IL to Harrisburg, PA, Amtrak
opetates on both CSX and Norfolk Southern owned track. 1t then connects with Amtrak owned
track on the Keystone Cotridor line. Amtrak operates this service once dafly. The Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) has designated the Pittsburgh to Philadelphia portion (including the Keystone
Cottidor) of this route as a high-speed rail corridor.

‘The Lake Shore Limited route operates from Chicago, IL. to one of two final destinations,
either New York City, NY or Boston, MA. Amtrak has only one stop in Pennsylvania along this
route in Erie, PA. Amtrak operates on“CSX track along the Pennsylvania Panhandle. Amtrak
opetates service on the Lake Shote Limited route once daily in each direction.

The Northeast Cortidor operates between Washington, 2.C. to Boston, MA through
Philadelphia, PA. This route is run on Amtrak-owned track. Amtrak operates 17 teains, weekdays
in each direction (Washington D.C. to Boston, MA) with stops in Philadelphia; on weekends, seven
trains stop in Philadelphia, PA on Satutday and 10 trains on Sunday.

In total, in the State of Pennsylvania, Amtrak operates approximately 120 trains a day through its

Acela Express, Keystone Corridor, and Regional Service, In addition, Amtrak operates the
following long and short-distance routes:

Long Distance:

> Capitol Limited (daily Washington-Pittsburgh-Chicago)
> The Cardinal (tri-weekly New Yotk-Washington-Cincinnati-Chicago)
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The Crescent (daily New York-Atanta-New Otleans)

The Lake Shore Limited (daily New York/Boston-Exie-Chicago)
The Palmetto (daily New York-Philadelphia-Savannah)

The Silver Meteor (daily New York-Philadelphia-Miami)

The Silver Star (daily New Yotk-Philadelphia-Tampa-Miami)

VVVYY

Shorter-distance routes:

> The Pennsylvanian (daily New Yotk- Philadelphia-Hardsburg-Pittsburgh)
> The Carolinian (daily New York-Richmond-Chatlotte)
> The Vemmonter (daily Washington, DC-St. Albans, Vt,)

As a State, Pennsylvania enjoys a higher-than-average level of passenger rail service.
However, in Westetn Pennsylvania, there is very little rail service. There are only three lines, with
stops in Western Pennsylvania (Capitol Limited, Lake Shore Limited, and Pennsylvanian), and each
line has only one daily roundttip. Of those three lines, only the Peansylvanian serves the
communities west of Harrisburg, including Lewistown, Huntngdon, Tryone, Altoona, Johnstown,
Latrobe, and Greensburg.

Section 224 of PRIA requires Amtrak to conduct a study of several routes including two in
Pennsylvania. Fitst, Amtrak must study the route between Hatrisburg and Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
to determine whether to increase frequency of passenger rail service along the route or along
segments of the route. Second, Amttak must study the Capitol Limited route between Cumbetland,
Maryland, and Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, to determine whether to reinstate a station stop at
Rockwood, Pennsylvania. These studies ate due to be completed by October 16, 2009.

WITNESSES

Mt. Robert Atdolino
CEO
Utban Innovations

Mt Toby L. Fauver, AICP
Deputy Sectetary for Local and Area Transpottation
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Mr. Robert Fescemyet
Mayor
Qakmont

Mt. Chtistopher K. Gleason
CEQ/Chairman
Gleason Financial

Ds. Fred Gurney, PhD
President and CEO
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Maglev, Inc.

v Mt. Kenneth Joseph
Membet, Council of Representatives
National Association of Railroad Passengers

Mzr. Ray Lang
Senior Director for National State Relations
National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amittrak)

Mzt. Patrick J. McMahon
President
Amalgamated Transit Union Local 85

Mzt. Daniel W. Sieminski
Associate Vice President for Finance and Business
Penn State University

Mt Lotenzo Simonelli
President and CEO
GE Transportation

Mt Mark E. Yachmetz
Associate Administrator for Railroad Development
Federal Railroad Administration

Mt. David E. Wohlwill, AICP
Manager of Extended Range Planning
Port Authority of Allegheny County






EXPANDING PASSENGER RAIL SERVICE

MONDAY, JUNE 22, 2009

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON RAILROADS, PIPELINES, AND
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:04 a.m., at United
States Post Office and District Courthouse, 700 Grant Street, Court
Room 6A, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Hon. Jason Altmire [Chair-
man of the Subcommittee] presiding.

Mr. ALTMIRE. I call this hearing to order.

Thank you all for being here today for this Transportation Com-
mittee for the United States House of Representatives field hear-
ing. Today’s hearing will examine the essential role that passenger
rail plays in America’s transportation infrastructure and the neces-
sity for expanding its service and efficiency.

Our Nation’s transportation system is near capacity with grid-
lock on our highways and in our airspace. In 2006, there were more
than 3 trillion vehicle miles traveled, roughly double what was
traveled in 1980 and more than four times the total miles traveled
in 1957, the first year of the interstate.

Our Nation’s airways have fared no better. Despite record pas-
senger loadings, delays in the Nation’s aviation system delivered a
staggering blow to the U.S. economy. In fiscal year 2008, U.S. air-
lines continued to meet demand, carrying 757.4 million passengers,
but the impact of unprecedented fuel prices and an overall recess
have caused airlines to cut back capacity by reducing and elimi-
nating routes, leaving consumers to vie for fewer travel options.

The U.S. Department of Transportation has described the cur-
rent congestion on our highways and our air infrastructure as
chronic. Moving passengers to railways can have an immediate im-
pact on highways and airways, alleviating congestion, reducing
consumption, consequences and our dependence on fossil fuels.

Since its origins in 1970, the National Railroad Passenger Cor-
poration, also known as Amtrak, has been tasked with facilitating
passenger services nationwide and rebuilding the rail passenger
system into modern, efficient systems. Today, Amtrak operates a
rail network across 46 States serving more than 500 destinations
and 21,000 miles of routes with its nearly 18,000 employees. In its
sixth straight year of record ridership, Amtrak served around
78,000 passengers per day on its 300 trains, totaling more than
28.7 million passengers nationwide during fiscal year 2008. Given
the ongoing concerns with congestion and our dependence on for-

o))
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eign oil, rising gas prices and greenhouse gas emissions, both Am-
trak and the States continue to look for opportunities to expand
passenger rail service.

Adequate investment in passenger railroad infrastructure is cru-
cial for national economic growth, global competitiveness, the envi-
ronment and our quality of life. Continued efforts to expand pas-
senger rail service are critical to maintaining an effective nation-
wide system as well as to advance Congress and the President’s vi-
sion for development of high-speed rail corridors throughout the
United States.

One 70-foot-wide rail corridor can carry the same number of per-
sons per hour as a 16-lane expressway, emitting fewer pollutants
and consuming less energy per passenger mile. Capacity can be
added to many existing corridors at lower cost than comparable
highway improvements using modern train sets or high-speed rail.

Rail travel is six times safer than highway travel and in fact is
the safest mode of transportation available worldwide. Increased
travel by rail stimulates economic activity and spurs private invest-
ment in urban areas and central business districts around rail sta-
tions. Rail service grants the freedom of mobility to those unable
to easily use our air and highway systems because of age, physical
disabilities, health problems or economic circumstances and re-
duces our dependence on foreign oil.

Investments in expansion of passenger rail service will also en-
courage economic growth through the creation of highly skilled,
good-paying jobs. Since the recession began in December 2007, one
of the hardest hit sectors has been in construction, which has seen
unemployment rates approaching 21 percent. Since that time, over
a million jobs have been lost in the construction sector alone. Ex-
panding passenger rail infrastructure will create jobs, not only in
the construction sector of the economy but in manufacturing and
service sectors as well. And in order to address our Nation’s eco-
nomic, energy, environmental and transportation challenges, we
need to continue expanding passenger rail service and invest in
high-speed rail.

On February 17, 2009, the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act of 2009 was signed into law. The Recovery Act provides $9.3
billion dedicated to passenger rail including $8 billion in grants to
States for development of intercity passenger and high-speed rail
and $1.3 billion for capital improvements to Amtrak. Additionally,
the President’s budget proposes additional funding for each of the
next 5 years for the advancement and development of high-speed
rail corridors throughout the Nation.

Pennsylvania is currently served by five key Amtrak intercity
rail corridors and routes. In 2008, three of Amtrak’s busiest sta-
tions were in Pennsylvania. Philadelphia 30th Street Station was
ranked the third busiest in the Nation, Harrisburg was 21st and
Lancaster was 22nd. But we are here in Pittsburgh.

In the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act, Amtrak
was tasked to study the routes between Harrisburg and Pittsburgh
and the Capitol Limited route between Cumberland, Maryland, and
Pittsburgh. We await completion of these studies, which is set for
October, but I know that Pittsburgh, like all major American cities,
stands to benefit from increased passenger rail service. Examining
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the growth potential and eventually facilitating the service is a
goal of mine and other Members of this Subcommittee. I look for-
ward to hearing the testimonies from our esteemed and informed
witnesses today and I look forward to a brighter future for pas-
senger rail service in western Pennsylvania and throughout Amer-
ica.

I want to thank my friend, Congressman Shuster on the Trans-
portation Committee for being here today. This is something that
we have talked about for a long time and a goal that we share, and
I am especially grateful that Congressman Murphy has joined us
as well, and at this time I ask unanimous consent for all Members
of the House to participate in this mornings’ hearing and to ask
questions of the witness. Without objection, so ordered.

And I would turn it over to Congressman Shuster for his opening
statement.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you very much, Mr. Altmire. Thank you for
chairing this morning’s hearing. This is an important hearing and
I appreciate the witnesses being here to be able to shed some light
and give their views on how we can improve passenger rail service
in Pennsylvania but more importantly as we look from Harrisburg
west to Pittsburgh how we can improve rail service.

As Chairman Altmire has mentioned, he and I have been work-
ing for the past couple months, it might even be several months—
time flies—but we have worked together to try to organize and hold
this hearing today. So again, I want to thank you for all of you
being here and look forward to hearing your testimony on how we
can improve rail service in western Pennsylvania.

In 2006, the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation
partnering with Amtrak completed about $140 million worth of im-
provements to the 104-mile Keystone Corridor between Philadel-
phia and Harrisburg. This brought travel time between those cities
down to about 90 minutes and allowed maximum speeds of up to
110 miles an hour, which they average about 69 miles an hour, and
that is the fastest passenger train speeds in the United States out-
side the Northeast Corridor. Another staggering figure to me is
that over the last 3 years they have seen about a 20 percent in-
crease in ridership, and over the last 3 years combined about a
third more people are riding on that line today, and I think that
just goes to show you what increasing the speed and efficiency and
frequency can do to passenger rail in this country, and that Key-
stone Corridor should be a model that we can take out not only in
Penlr{lsylvania but across this country to show evidence that it
works.

Presently, Amtrak operates 14 daily round trips on the Keystone
Corridor, however, west of Harrisburg it is another story. There is
only one round trip on Amtrak’s Pennsylvania route between Har-
risburg and Pittsburgh, and the ride takes 5-1/2 hours to go 250
miles. The same trip takes 4 hours to drive or to ride on the new
twice-daily Steel City Flier, the intercity bus service.

But transportation services are not just about savings. They are
also about access. There are a number of underserved Pennsyl-
vania communities between Harrisburg and Pittsburgh including
Altoona, Johnstown and the home of the ninth largest public uni-
versity campus in the Nation, State College, Pennsylvania. With an
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enrollment of more than 44,000 students at the University Park
campus as well as major conferences and festivals at Penn State
year round, not to mention the popularity of the Nittany Lions Big
Ten football at least six weekends a year, there is a clear need for
improved transportation service to State College. This is a major
population center with a built-in transit and rail constituency and
we are missing a very real opportunity by not providing passenger
rail service to State College.

By the 1970s, after many years of decline and disinvestment, the
railroad system in the United States had fallen in a state of dis-
repair. Dozens of railroads that carried both freight and passengers
went bankrupt and the U.S. government was forced to step in and
pick up the pieces. Wisely, our predecessors passed the Staggers
Act of 1980, a law that deregulated railroads and allowed the rail
renaissance to take hold. In the past 30 years, the freight railroads
in this country have enjoyed phenomenal growth and profitability
not seen for generations.

Unfortunately, an area that has lagged up until very recently is
passenger rail. Amtrak took over all intercity passenger city in this
country in the 1970s and competitive forces have not taken hold in
this market for a number of reasons. In Congress, we have acted
to broaden competition for rail service and providing more realistic
funding levels for Amtrak so that the railroad does not have to be
on life support. Last year President Bush signed into law a bill
that would first time allow private operators to run services over
current Amtrak routes. In addition, the law directs the Secretary
of Transportation to solicit proposals for high-speed rail for the pri-
vate sector.

Since this law was passed, the new Administration has taken the
ball and run with it. Congress appropriated $8 billion in the Amer-
ican Recovery and Reinvestment Act and the Administration has
requested another $5 billion for high-speed rail over the next 5
years. In the new surface transportation authorizing bill, which we
are going to be taking up shortly in the House, the Highways and
Transit Subcommittee this week significantly ups the ante by pro-
posing $50 billion for high-speed rail over the next 6 years.

The time for improved passenger rail has come in the United
States. Cities like Pittsburgh need alternatives to crowded high-
ways and congested airports. Rail is clean, safe, fast, convenient
and creates opportunities for economic development along the rail
corridor and around the stations. I believe we are about to experi-
ence a new era in passenger rail in this country. I want western
Pennsylvania to participate in the new era and enjoy the benefits
of increased and expanded passenger rail service.

I look forward to hearing your testimony and thank you for being
here today.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Congressman Tim Murphy.

Mr. MurpHY. Thank you, Congressman Altmire and Congress-
man Shuster. Thank you for inviting me to join you today for this
Transportation Subcommittee hearing on rail.

Pittsburgh has an interesting history on rail and an interesting
history of where it is. Two hundred and fifty years ago, this was
the battleground of the French and Indian War, and as part of
that, you had folks like General Braddock and General Forbes and
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Colonel Washington and others trying to get there from here, wher-
ever there was, and they found it quite difficult as it would take
days of rough travel through the mountains to get into the fork of
the rivers back then some years ago, hauling freight between Phila-
delphia and Pittsburgh, 300 miles or so. Later on it took 3 weeks
or longer even in the best of conditions, oftentimes on wooden
plank roads. Then we moved to canals, inclines and tunnels to
come through this geographic barrier, and although nowadays we
don’t send whiskey back and forth to the East, we do still have a
need for transportation, and it is interesting over the years how
this has become something of an island. As the Pittsburgh has cut
its flights from USAir’s 600-plus flights a day coming in and out
of Pitt Airport, down to less than 50, we recognize a better trans-
portation system here is critically linked as both something to build
business and as a barrier for economic development.

It is interesting that an Amtrak train from Pittsburgh, you don’t
have a lot of choices. You can basically if you want to go to Harris-
burg take the 7:20 out of Pittsburgh, arrive a little before 1:00 in
the afternoon, and if you want to come back leave at 2:36 and ar-
rive at 8:05 p.m. It is $36, which is much cheaper than the nearly
$500 flight, but the question is, can we make it convenient, clean
and comfortable and get passengers back on board?

And that is where we recognize that all these years later from
when the Pennsylvania Railroad connected Pittsburgh and Phila-
delphia and a time when traffic was cut to 14 hours and now it is
only 7-1/2 hours across the State, we still have far to go, both figu-
ratively and time-wise. It is critically important we shorten the
time of this route, we make it smooth and comfortable, we make
sure that the rail lines are available for Amtrak traffic or other rail
lines and they don’t have to be shared with freight lines. And we
are certainly open to listen to every possibility what we can do to
make this system uncongested, because it is already safe to travel
by train but it is unfortunate that most people never think of get-
ting there because with just one train a day, it is hardly convenient
for people doing business throughout the Commonwealth.

I note as someone who sometimes travels the route from Wash-
ington, from Philadelphia, New York on the train, it is amazing
how the trains are packed with people because they are clean, com-
fortable and convenient and high speed, and yet back here in the
western part of the State, we have perhaps neglected ourselves and
it is important that this Committee and Congress takes a more ac-
tive role in pushing for high-speed rail to connect us to the rest of
the area. It is not going to come by plane without massive amounts
of investment, and it is interesting that the investments made for
train are a fraction of those needed for other highway development.

I hope to learn more in this hearing today about what we can
do from the ideas from the many witnesses and look forward to
Congress taking some clear and positive action to make sure we
have a good rail system, high-speed system that operates out of
Pittsburgh.

With that, I yield back.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you to you both, and we are going to intro-
duce the first panel of witnesses. Many of you have testified many
times before but I would remind all witnesses the way the time
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system works. You see the red, yellow and green lights there. The
green light means you have 5 minutes to speak. When the light
turns yellow, you have 1 minute remaining, please begin to sum-
marize and wrap up your remarks. When the red light hits, you are
out of time. We have a lot of witnesses to go through so let us try
to stay on time if we could.

I am pleased to introduce our first panel of witnesses. We have
Mr. Mark Yachmetz, who is associate administrator for railroad de-
velopment at the Federal Railroad Administration of the U.S. De-
partment of Transportation. Next, we have MR. Roby Fauver, who
is deputy secretary for local and area transportation of the Penn-
sylvania Department of Transportation. We have Mr. Ray Lang,
senior director for national State relations for Amtrak. We have
Mr. Christopher Gleason, the CEO and chairman of Gleason Finan-
cial. We have Mr. Henry Posner, chairman of the Railroad Develop-
ment Corporation, and finally, we have Mr. Ken Joseph, member
of the Council of Representatives of the National Association of
Railroad Passengers.

Let me remind the witnesses that under our Committee rules,
oral statements must be limited to 5 minutes but your entire state-
ment will appear in the record. Welcome to you all. We are very
pleased to have you all here this morning and we will begin with
Mr. Yachmetz. Welcome.

TESTIMONY OF MARK E. YACHMETZ, ASSOCIATE ADMINIS-
TRATOR FOR RAILROAD DEVELOPMENT, FEDERAL RAIL-
ROAD ADMINISTRATION; TOBY L. FAUVER, AICP, DEPUTY
SECRETARY FOR LOCAL AND AREA TRANSPORTATION,
PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION; RAY
LANG, SENIOR DIRECTOR FOR NATIONAL STATE RELA-
TIONS, NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION
(AMTRAK); CHRISTOPHER GLEASON, CEO/CHAIRMAN, GLEA-
SON FINANCIAL; HENRY POSNER III, CHAIRMAN, RATLROAD
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION; AND KENNETH JOSEPH,
MEMBER, COUNCIL OF REPRESENTATIVES, NATIONAL ASSO-
CIATION OF RAILROAD PASSENGERS

Mr. YACHMETZ. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Shuster and
Members of the Subcommittee, I am honored to appear before you
today on behalf of Federal Railroad Administrator Szabo and Sec-
retary of Transportation Ray LaHood to discuss the potential for
improvements in intercity passenger rail and in particular to dis-
cuss one of the most significant initiatives of President Obama,
Vice President Biden and Secretary LaHood, and that is the devel-
opment of high-speed rail transportation in America. To supple-
mental this testimony, I wish to incorporate by reference two re-
cent publications by FRA, Vision for High-Speed Rail in America,
which we put out in April, and High-Speed Intercity Passenger
Rail Interim Program Guidance, which we put out last week. Both
documents are available on FRA’s website, www.fra.dot.gov.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Without objection, we will enter both of those into
the record.

Mr. YACHMETZ. Thank you.

America faces a new set of transportation challenges: creating a
foundation for economic growth in a more complex global economy,
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promoting energy independence and efficiency, addressing global
climate change and environmental quality, and fostering livable
communities connected by safe and efficient modes of travel.

The existing transportation system requires significant invest-
ment simply to rebuild and maintain the critical infrastructure we
have today. Meeting our 21st century challenges will require new
transportation solutions be considered as well. The Obama Admin-
istration believes that our transportation investment strategy must
address these several key strategic goals: ensure safe and efficient
transportation, build a foundation for economic competitiveness,
promote energy efficiency, environmental quality and support inter-
connected livable communities. The Obama Administration believes
that to help address the Nation’s transportation challenges, we
must invest in an efficient passenger rail network that connects
communities across America.

Intercity passenger rail is well positioned to address many of the
Nation’s strategic transportation goals. Rail is a cost-effective
means for meeting transportation needs in congested intercity cor-
ridors. In many cases, modest investment on existing rights-of-way
can result in service with highly competitive trip times while also
providing ancillary benefits to energy-efficient freight rail service,
and passenger rail including high-speed rail has a strong track
record of safety in the United States and overseas. America’s trans-
portation system is the lifeblood of its economy. Building a robust
rail network can help serve the needs of national and regional com-
merce in a cost-effective, resource-efficient manner by offering trav-
elers and freight convenient access to economic centers.

Moreover, investments in passenger rail including high-speed
rail will not only generate highly skilled construction and operation
jobs but can also provide a steady market for revitalized domestic
industries producing such essential components as rail control sys-
tems, locomotives and passenger cars.

Rail is already among the cleanest and most efficient energy-effi-
cient modes of transportation. Future intercity passenger rail net-
works including high-speed rail using new clean diesel electric
power can further enhance rail’s advantages. Rail transportation
has generally been associated with smart growth because it can
foster higher-density development than has been typically associ-
ated with highways and airports. Rail is uniquely capable of pro-
viding both high-speed intercity transportation and its own effi-
cient local access.

A cornerstone of the Administration’s rail strategy is developing
a comprehensive high-speed rail passenger network. This will re-
quire long-term commitment at both the federal and State levels.
As mentioned earlier, the President proposes to use the $8 in the
Recovery Act to jumpstart this program and then continue the pro-
gram with $1 billion a year for every year beyond 2009.

A major reshaping of the Nation’s transportation system is not
without significant challenges. After decades of relatively modest
investment in passenger rail, the United States has a dwindling
pool of expertise in the field and a lack of manufacturing capacity.
Federal and State governments face a difficult fiscal environment
in which to balance critical investment priorities, and many will
have to ramp up their program management infrastructure. The
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country’s success in creating a sustainable transportation future,
however, demands that we work to overcome these challenges
through strong new partnerships among the States and the local
governments, railroads, manufacturers and other stakeholders
along with the federal commitment that we have talked about.

In the near term, our proposal lays the foundation for the net-
work by investing in intercity rail infrastructure equipment and
intermodal connections. Our strategy seeks to in the near term ad-
vance express high-speed rail, those systems operating in excess of
150 miles an hour in selected corridors, develop emerging and re-
gional high-speed rail services, those that would operate at 90 to
110 miles an hour prospectively on a shared track and in some
cases dedicated track, and upgrade the reliability and service on
conventional intercity rail passenger services with speeds in the 79-
to 90-mile-an-hour speed range. This near-term strategy empha-
sizes making investments that yield tangible results within the
next few years while also creating a pipeline that enables ongoing
corridor growth.

As President Obama outlined in his March 20th memorandum to
all of us in the federal government, our process is going to be trans-
parent, merit-based selection, use transparent selection criteria.
We are going to measure public benefits and we are going to work
to reduce risk.

As I see our time is passing, I just want to close by saying that
these are exciting times for us. We have never seen at the Federal
Railroad Administration the degree of commitment and engage-
ment on the part of the President and the Vice President in rail-
road programs, but if our effort is going to be successful, we are
going to need Congressional support as well in ensuring that we
have the stable source of funding to advance the programs and the
resources to implement that, and we look forward to working with
the Committee to make improved intercity passenger rail and high-
speed rail a reality.

With that, I will close. I will be happy to answer any questions
you may have.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you for your testimony. Thank you for tak-
ing the time to travel here to be with us today.

Mr. Fauver.

Mr. FAUVER. Good morning and thank you for having me here
to provide testimony on high-speed and intercity rail development
and specifically in Pennsylvania.

Imagine being able to take a train from Philadelphia to Pitts-
burgh and arrive in less time than it would take to drive. Right
now it will take you 5 hours to make that drive. We are on the
cusp of making choices that will advance our transportation system
into the 21st century, and high-speed rail is one of the choices that
we have before us.

As a planner, I know that we need to envision a future, then
make decisions to implement plans. I believe that the choices we
make today regarding high-speed rail will set the course for the fu-
ture of our country. We have been doing that here in Pennsylvania
and as a result we are seeing the benefits. We found that our in-
vestments in rail infrastructure improvements are improving serv-
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ice. Our citizens are talking with their feet, boarding trains to and
from places all along the Keystone Corridor.

When Governor Rendell came into office, he followed through and
completed a commitment made in the prior administration to part-
ner with Amtrak on $145 million improvement to the 104-mile
Keystone Corridor between Philadelphia and the state Capitol in
Harrisburg. The improvements included 128 miles of continuous-
welded rail, more than 200,000 concrete ties, 52 new switches and
the first upgrade to the signal electrification system in over 70
years. The improvements were completed in 2006 and allow us to
operate trains at a maximum speed of 110 miles per hour. That is
the fastest in the United States outside the Northeast Corridor.
The express travel time between Philadelphia and Harrisburg was
cut to 90 minutes. That is a 30-minute improvement from what it
was prior to the improvements, and that is far better than what
it takes to travel by car, anywhere between 2 hours and 20 minutes
and 3 hours, depending on traffic. If you ever traveled on the
Schuylkill, you know what we are talking about. People using the
Keystone Corridor avoid one of the most congested expressways,
and most importantly, it is one of the most reliable corridors in the
country with trains averaging almost 90 percent reliability over the
past year, and it is cost competitive as well.

Riders responded to the improvements. Since the improvements,
ridership on the Keystone Corridor has increased by 26 percent.
The line will provide service to 1.2 million riders this year. These
Keystone Corridor improvements represent a first step toward
building a truly national intercity high-speed rail network. We
have a lot more to do, though, in Pennsylvania. We are already
using some of the stimulus dollars we received to improve the Eliz-
abeth station along the Keystone Corridor and bring it up to make
it ADA accessible. We are considering applying for discretionary
stimulus money to make further track improvements that will
allow top speeds of 125 miles per hour and further reduce travel
time between Philly and Harrisburg.

So what makes intercity and high-speed rail successful? People
want to use transportation systems that are frequent, reliable, cost
affordable and that are time competitive. Beyond the Keystone Cor-
ridor and the Northeast Corridor, Pennsylvania does not currently
have passenger rail services that meet those requirements. Going
back to the dream, we know we need to make choices today to get
there. We need to plan for possible improvements west of Harris-
burg to Pittsburgh, a route served by just one train a day in each
direction. Pennsylvania service that operates between Pittsburgh
and Harrisburg needs substantial capital and operating funding in-
vestments to improve service. It takes over 5 hours to travel be-
tween Harrisburg and Pittsburgh by train. A person can make that
in a personal automobile in 3-1/2 hours whenever they want to
make the trip. Many of the train stations along the route are in
a state of disrepair and do not meet the requirements of the Ameri-
cans with Disabilities Act.

In 2005, PennDOT completed a study entitled The Keystone
West Passenger Rail Study. This study was prepared by Norfolk
Southern with support from the Woodside Consulting Group. The
study identified the capital projects that will be necessary in the
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Norfolk Southern right-of-way between Harrisburg and Pittsburgh
to increase the level of passenger rail service to four round trips
per day. At the time it was two round trips but subsequently we
lost Three Rivers service. The costs for the projects that will be re-
quired to allow for this increase were estimated $110.9 million, and
that was in 2005. The study didn’t deal with other cost elements,
though, that need to be dealt with including capital costs for sta-
tions, additional train sets and the operating costs for the service.
The projects identified in the Keystone West Passenger Rail Study
alone were way too shortsighted. The United States must make
substantial investments to have an interstate light rail system. We
think that the investment that is needed in the Keystone West
Corridor is billions, not in the hundreds of millions.

High-speed rail is not a waste of resources. In the right places
such as along the Northeast Corridor, the Keystone Corridor and
other high-density corridors around the Nation, an investigation in
high-speed rail makes tremendous sense and can give the National
real workable transportation options for the future. That is why
President Obama’s decision to commit $8 billion in stimulus funds
for high-speed rail and intercity rail improvements is a good move,
a visionary move, and this investment will set the stage for ongoing
rail improvements across the country.

High-speed and intercity rail programs are about connecting
high-density city areas. Doing so will permit higher levels of sus-
tainability. It is important to note that the federal dollars we are
talking about for high-speed rail are for capital. The cost of build-
ing these systems without federal funding to operate the intercity
rail expansions, States and cities are going to have to address how
they are going to pay the costs of operating these systems. In Penn-
sylvania, we have made choices in this fiscal year and the previous
fiscal years and committed operating funds for the current Key-
stone service between Harrisburg and Philadelphia. Intercity rail
systems can’t pay for themselves. Tough local and State decisions
rriust also be made to support intercity and high-speed rail as a re-
ality.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you for your testimony.

From Amtrak, Mr. Lang.

Mr. LANG. Good morning and thank you very much for the oppor-
tunity to testify before this Committee today. My name is Ray
Lang and I am the senior director for government affairs at Am-
trak. I have been with Amtrak for 14 years and I manage out out-
reach and liaison programs for all of our State and local partners.

As you know, recent legislation such as the Passenger Rail In-
vestment and Improvement Act, or PRIIA, and the American Re-
covery and Reinvestment Act, or ARRA, have established a number
of very specific requirements for studies of potential service im-
provements as well as a grant program that is meant to fund part-
nerships between States and Amtrak for that same purpose.

Amtrak and Pennsylvania have a significant and enduring part-
nership that spans the entire 38-year history of the corporation. We
operate approximately 120 daily trains to Pennsylvania. We employ
2,539 Pennsylvania residents, and the company spent $110 million
for goods and services in Pennsylvania last year. As Pennsylvania
was the Keystone State of the colonies, it has now become a key-
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stone of Amtrak’s busy Northeast Corridor service. This partner-
ship has provided other states a model for the translation of rail
service from concept to reality. We have long enjoyed a strong part-
nership and I want to thank Secretary Biehler and Toby Fauver for
the work that Pennsylvania has done in holding up its end of the
partnership. Our partnership is a good foundation for future oppor-
tunities in Pennsylvania because PRITA envisions a strategy built
on partnerships, one where Amtrak and the States will work to-
gether to develop short-distance corridor services ranging from
about 100 to 600 miles in length. One very successful partnership
of that kind that the Act envisions took place right here in Penn-
sylvania, and that was the restoration of the electrified service on
the Keystone Corridor between Philadelphia and Harrisburg.

Under the leadership of Governor Rendell and former Amtrak

resident David Gunn, the State partnered with Amtrak to invest
5145 million in that corridor. Each of us put in half of that total.
We restored the electrification west of Paoli and improved the track
for 110-mile-per-hour service. As a result, we were able to offer
faster and more frequent service and the results have been excit-
ing. Ridership grew by 20.1 percent in fiscal year 2007 and 19.8
percent in fiscal year 2008, a striking demonstration of the rel-
evance of rail passenger service. Higher speeds and the elimination
of the engine change at Philadelphia cut schedule times and made
our trains competitive with airline service. The Keystone Corridor
is a major triumph and it is a model that we would like to emulate
and potentially to expand.

I believe this success has influenced the legislation, and section
224 of PRIIA mandates studies on the costs and benefits of service
on six routes specified in the Act all over of the country. Two of
those studies touch on existing routes here in western Pennsyl-
vania and will be of interest in the context of today’s hearing. One
study will examine the Harrisburg-to-Pittsburgh route currently
served by the daily Pennsylvanian. The statute requires a report
to determine whether to increase frequency of passenger rail serv-
ice along the route or other segments along the route. The other
requires a study of the Capitol Limited route between Cumberland,
Maryland, and Pittsburgh, to determine whether we should rein-
state a station stop at Rockwood, Pennsylvania. These reports are
due to the Committee on October 26, 2009. We have solicited pro-
posals for the study and we expect to make the award around the
1st of July, and we are moving forward and expect to meet that
deadline.

These are only two of the many activities that Amtrak will be
undertaking this summer. We are currently going all out on some
of our major development projects directed by both PRIIA and
ARRA, so it might be useful if I summarize these developments.
We are, for example, undertaking six PRIIA-mandated studies of
routes and services, two of which I mentioned previously, and we
have received requests for involvement with 283 other projects in
34 different States to be funded by ARRA. Those states will now
be studying the recently released FRA guidelines that came out
last week, and taking a hard look at what they really want to do.

Last year when President Bush signed PRIIA into law, it estab-
lished a federal grant program for States that wished to develop
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intercity passenger rail service. When Congress passed ARRA, that
Act included $8 billion in funding for the capital grant program au-
thorized under PRIIA. This legislation is critical to shaping the
continued development of intercity passenger rail service. For ex-
ample, ARRA funds will be available for individual projects, gen-
erally small projects, that are expected to provide discrete levels of
benefits on the existing route. They will also be available for cor-
ridor programs which will be larger bundles of projects that are ex-
pected to provide for improved passenger service over whole cor-
ridors. While PRITA does provide access to capital funding, oper-
ating funds are the State’s responsibility, so if, for example, the
State wishes to pursue an expansion of Harrisburg-to-Pittsburgh
service, state operating funding will be a pre-condition to receive
federal funds.

Amtrak is very eager to support the ARRA applications. I would
join with what Mr. Yachmetz and Mr. Fauver said before me, that
we have a tremendous opportunity facing us right now. We cannot
afford to fail. The President has shown great faith in passenger rail
service and the continued development of intercity passenger rail
service in the United States. Amtrak is very eager to develop inter-
city and high-speed rail service in all parts of America including
right here in western Pennsylvania.

Thank you very much for the opportunity, and I will be happy
to take questions at the end of the testimony.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you.

Mr. Gleason.

Mr. GLEASON. Good morning, Congressmen Altmire, Shuster and
Murphy and I certainly appreciate the opportunity to come before
you today to discuss Keystone West, and obviously I appreciate
your interest in this.

You know, one of the things that we have had a difficult time
getting was a lot of interest in the Keystone West Corridor. The
Keystone East Corridor, as everybody has described, has been very,
very successful, but when we move west we haven’t had a similar
effort. I think it is important to understand the context of the pro-
posed Keystone West, what I call a technology corridor, and the
context is, as we struggle to reinvent our regional economy, having
this type of infrastructure and this type of tool becomes very impor-
tant to attract capital investment and investment into jobs.

The corridor from Pittsburgh to Altoona to State College to Har-
risburg will never have a limited access four-lane interstate high-
way. Parts of that corridor are covered by interstate highway but
parts aren’t, and of course we have Interstate 80 north of the cor-
ridor and we have the turnpike south of the corridor, so it is kind
of left there. So it kind of leaves the corridor, you know, in terms
of t}ﬁe infrastructure necessary to promote economic development
weak.

Now, you know, the dream of high-speed rail has been around for
30 years. I remember Senator John Heinz talking about it. Millions
and millions of dollars have been spent promoting it and studying
it and so on and so forth, and it is a wonderful dream, but it is
not going to happen in the immediate future. It is going to happen,
if it happens at all, way down the road, and what we need to do
is try to take the infrastructure we have now and leverage that in-
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fliastructure and utilize it to make Keystone West Corridor a re-
ality.

I think the partnership that was discussed here between the
State and the federal government and Amtrak is a wonderful part-
nership, and as everybody has said, the Keystone East really kind
of showcases the success of that. We need to take that same part-
nership and fund it properly and get that working on the Keystone
West because the citizens west in this corridor really need that
type of help.

One of the things they talked about is infrastructure improve-
ments on the Norfolk Southern line and I think it is important to
note that there has really been a precedent sent when Governor
Casey did a bond issue here in Pennsylvania, and I forget exactly
how much it was—maybe you remember, I don’t remember—$60,
$70 million, to improve the right-of-way for Conrail at that time,
and that worked very, very well for all the parties involved, Conrail
at the time, the State and of course our economy, and that kept the
main line flowing and it was very important in terms of our eco-
nomic health.

So, you know, I think that the emerging technology corridor that
you have is State College, of course, with Penn State University
there, Pittsburgh, which is an established technology center. You
have a growing line in the Cambria-Somerset area with a lot of de-
fense industries and businesses in that area, and to connect all
these together with the state capitol would generate a lot of eco-
nomic synergism for the Commonwealth and for the citizens of the
State.

So that is basically my context, and certainly I am willing to an-
swer any questions you might have. Thank you.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you.

Mr. Posner.

Mr. POSNER. Thank you. This is my first opportunity to address
this Subcommittee, so I thought it would be interesting to just give
you a little background on who I am since you don’t know who I
am.

I am a Pittsburgher. I'm an investor in railways in the United
States, Latin America, Africa and Europe. I spent my life in the
rail industry. I have been a member of the National Association of
Railroad Passengers since I was 14 years old, and my railroad ca-
reer has included time with Amtrak, the Rock Island Railroad,
Conrail and the national railroad in Guatemala. I hold several jobs
right now. I am chairman of the Iowa Interstate Railroad, which
will serve as the Amtrak route to Iowa City under the Midwest Ini-
tiative. I am also chairman of the Steel City Flyer, which is the ex-
press bus to connect with Amtrak at Harrisburg, and I am also
known as the guy who in 1990 tried and fail to save the Pittsburgh
and Lake Erie, so I am somebody who has spent my life in the in-
dustry and I am somebody who has put my money where my
mouth is. One other interesting that we are up to is that next year
we are starting a high-speed rail intercity service in Europe. We
have already bought the trains, and that might be interesting also
for this Committee.

But what I wanted to do is just give you a very condensed
version of what I think the most relevant parts of my written state-
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ment are for this group, given the time constraints, and first of all,
I think it’s already been mentioned, you need to keep in mind that
the route from Harrisburg to Pittsburgh is one of the densest
freight railroad corridors in this country. It is a mountainous,
heavy haul freight railroad. It is a high-density freight railroad as
opposed to the high-speed passenger railroad east of Harrisburg,
and I think the answer is some sort of public-private partnership
with Norfolk Southern which would build on the foundation of the
fact that our Nation’s rail freight network is considered the world’s
best, and evidence of that is that we are involved in a joint venture
in France to help them with their freight business so you have got
Americans saying why can’t we have trains like in France while
the French are saying why can’t we have trains like America.

The other thing to think as far as job creation; it is most impor-
tant to focus on creating transportation as opposed to jobs. Western
Pennsylvania is littered with infrastructure which has mismatched
the market and that ranges from the U.S. Airways hub at the
Pittsburgh Airport to the Wabash Tunnel.

And finally I think that we in Pennsylvania need to recognize
that other regions are far ahead of us in this process. I have been
reading in the press lately about how the two frontrunners for the
high-speed rail money are California and the Midwest. I think that
is because they have been working on this literally for years and
they were prepared when the Obama opportunity came along. We
need to catch up with that if we are going to get anything done.

And then finally, and this is something that I just thought about
today so it is not in the prepared remarks, and that is, consider the
link with transit. If you look at where around the world people ac-
tually use high-speed rail, it is in places like California and the
Northeast where high-speed rail is integrated with the local transit
systems. That is also why it works in Europe, Japan, et cetera. It
is not likely that people are going to drive into downtown Pitts-
burgh and hop on a high-speed train to go east. Quite likely it is
g}(l)ing to be arriving on some sort of a feeder transit system to begin
the trip.

So those are my remarks, and I am hoping that that should stim-
ulate some interesting questions and answers, so thank you for the
opportunity to speak to you.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you, Mr. Posner, and I would reassure you
that we do know who you are and that is the reason that you are
here, so thank you for your comments.

Mr. Joseph.

Mr. JoseEPH. Thank you. My name is Ken Joseph. I am a resident
of Dormont. I have lived in the Pittsburgh area most of my life. I
am here on behalf of the National Association of Railroad Pas-
sengers. Unlike Henry, I didn’t join when I was 14 but I have been
there for a little while.

Actually, it was interesting to hear the three of you speak be-
cause I think that each of you touched on—between the three of
you, I think you touched on most of the points I have to make. I
think that Congressman Murphy did a good job of putting the im-
portance of transportation to this region in a historical perspective.
Over the years this region has prospered in large part because of
its close association with the efficient east-west land transportation
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routes that have taken various forms over the years, and we are
in danger of losing whatever competitive advantage we once had.

Congressman Murphy also mentioned how air travel options in
Pittsburgh and the region generally are much less than they were
several years ago, although I do have to make a slight correction
to what you said. Five hundred dollars won’t get you to Harrisburg
anymore. There are no more direct flights to Harrisburg. There are
very few cities you can get to from greater Pittsburgh on a direct
flight.

Also, interestingly, and this was mentioned or sort of alluded to,
we have lost rail transportation options on the past 10 years, one
of the few parts of the country that has done that. In most other
parts of the country, there are more passenger trains than there
were, but in Pittsburgh, we used to have the two frequencies that
were mentioned between Pittsburgh west to Philadelphia, but we
also had a second Pittsburgh-Chicago train which allowed people in
places like Altoona, Johnstown, Harrisburg, even Philadelphia to
make a direct train trip west to Chicago. Now, even if you are in
Philadelphia, you cannot take a direct train to Chicago. You have
to change trains in Pittsburgh and that can involve anywhere from
a 2-hour to an 8-hour wait in the train station. The 8-hour wait is
on a Sunday morning, and if you are ever feeling bad about your
lot in life or depressed for some other reason, go down to the sta-
tion and take a look at the people there who are waiting for a train
for 81h0urs. It is certainly not an efficient or comfortable way to
travel.

As also has been mentioned, other parts of the country are ahead
of us, they really are, and even locally, and Ohio is much further
along in creating a statewide high-speed rail network which hope-
fully we can connect with here in Pittsburgh if we get on the ball.
As has been mentioned by many people, there is very attractive
service from Harrisburg east to New York, and as a matter of fact,
I know several people who when they want to go to New York they
don’t take the train because the departure time and the arrival
time aren’t good but they drive to Harrisburg or Lancaster, park
the car and take the service from there.

The first step that I would like to recommend, a very small step,
granted, in some perspectives but in other perspectives a very large
step, to improving service here would be to restore the through
train from Chicago to New York through Pittsburgh and the other
western Pennsylvania cities and towns along the Norfolk Southern
right-of-way. It is a shame that we lost that train. From what I un-
derstand about Amtrak’s current rolling stock, it could probably be
put back on very quickly if we were willing to forego diner car serv-
ice and sleeping car service. That would be a small first step. That
would double the frequencies between Pittsburgh and Harrisburg
and points east and it would also allow everybody along the Penn-
sylvania line to take a direct train to and from Chicago.

Long term, I just have to endorse what other people have said
the answer is, take more advantage of what used to be the four-
track Pennsylvania railroad right-of-way. Except for a relatively
small section here in Pittsburgh, there still is physically room for
four tracks. It is a wide right-of-way. Most of it hasn’t been lost.
Freight railroads, unlike in the past, now seem to be willing to
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work with government in order to allow passenger trains more ac-
cess to their real estate, provided of course that they get benefits
from that. I think that as a long-term solution to rail transpor-
tation in western Pennsylvania, we need to look at a greater utili-
zation of that right-of-way and that can only be done with a signifi-
cant capital investment.

Thanks again for the opportunity to make these remarks, and we
appreciate the fact that you have come here to Pittsburgh and that
Pittsburgh is at least on the radar screen as far as improvements
to passenger rail transportation. Thanks again.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you for your testimony, and thanks to all
of you for your testimony. We will move into the Q&A part of the
panel, and I want to start with Mr. Yachmetz. I am very interested
in consideration of the Pittsburgh-to-Cleveland corridor as well,
and we are here today to talk about the Pennsylvania corridor, and
Mr. Shuster and I have had many conversations about Harrisburg
and what we are talking about today, but when the President put
out his high-speed rail corridor list, he had thankfully the Pitts-
burgh-to Harrisburg route, which connects us to the eastern sea-
board. He had Chicago to Cleveland, which certainly makes sense
with offshoots into Indianapolis and Cincinnati and Columbus and
other places. It seems to me the missing link there would be that
the Cleveland-to-Pittsburgh route, which would then connect Chi-
cago to the eastern seaboard, and from our perspective in western
Pennsylvania, we feel like that would make us the hub of the Mid-
western and Northeastern high-speed rail corridor in the entire
United States and we feel like we are well positioned to do that.
One of the things that I have done with the federal highway bill
that we are in the process of discussing is insert language into
there designating that Pittsburgh-to-Cleveland link as a high-speed
rail corridor connecting it with the two that the President has out-
lined, and I just wanted to know what your thoughts were about
that.

Mr. YACHMETZ. Mr. Chairman, the designated high-speed rail
corridors are sort of a legacy of an older program and quite frankly
need to be revisited, in my opinion, in the context of moving ahead
with an aggressive high-speed rail program. They date back to the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act, I believe, of 1991
and they were designed to address highway rail grade crossings on
corridors likely to achieve speeds of 90 miles an hour. That is one
of the reasons why you have this phenomenon that the Northeast
Corridor is not a designated high-speed rail corridor, even though
it is the only place that high-speed rail is actually present here in
the United States.

The other point that I would make is that under the Recovery
Act, the way the funding was made available to FRA, it uses three
different statutory authorizations that come from the Passenger
Rail Investment and Improvement Act, and two of those do not re-
quire presence on a designated high-speed rail corridor, so the con-
nection you talked about, Pittsburgh to Cleveland, is something
that would be eligible under the Recovery Act funds. It would re-
quire Ohio and Pennsylvania to get together and come up with a
coordinated approach and application to dealing with it but it is eli-
gible under current funding.
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Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you.

Mr. Fauver, in your testimony, you indicate that Pennsylvania
needs to plan for possible improvements west of Harrisburg
through Pittsburgh, and to date, what has PennDOT done to plan
for such improvements and what else needs to be done? And I won-
der if you could incorporate into your response a statement that
Mr. Posner made in his testimony about freight rail and how the
sharing arrangement is with that corridor as well.

Mr. FAUVER. Okay. Well, I think in my testimony I referenced a
study from 2005 that we did. It was called the Keystone West
study. It was in partnership with Norfolk Southern and our ap-
proach at that time and approach, you know, any approach to that
corridor has to be in partnership with Norfolk Southern. They own
the right-of-way, obviously would have to sign off on any invest-
ments being made. They are going to have to benefit from it. It is
going to have to be a negotiated item. The Keystone West study
identified $110 million worth of improvements. Really, it was addi-
tional capacity at pinch points along the line to ensure that if sev-
eral more trains were added to the service, that those trains could
operate without interruption by freight. Since then we went
through a funding crisis in transit. Part of that funding crisis dealt
with operating funding for the Keystone corridor, the existing serv-
ice between Harrisburg and Philadelphia, and since the passage of
PRIIA we have begun a statewide rail plan. We are looking at the
Harrisburg-to-Pittsburgh corridor in the statewide rail plan. We
have had discussions with Ohio and have supported their efforts to
get designated status to close that gap between Pittsburgh and
Cleveland. The big challenge is going to be, where is the operating
money going to come from and how is the operating arrangement
going to be developed, and that is one that will have to be worked
out in Harrisburg.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you. I will turn it over to Congressman Shu-
ster.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Yachmetz, I know recently that FRA just put out guidance
on the stimulus money for high-speed rail and intercity passenger
rail. The $8 billion is in that program. I wondered, what is going
to be the breakdown, do you think, between money going to tradi-
tional intercity versus high-speed passenger rail service?

Mr. YACHMETZ. Well, it is hard to say. We actually contemplated
as we moved forward with our strategic plan and the guidance giv-
ing some ballpark allocations but in our discussions with Secretary
LaHood, it became clear that he wants to see the applications come
in and based upon the most meritorious applications allocate the
funds, so there is no basis towards either high-speed rail or inter-
city passenger rail other than our efforts to make overall improve-
ments in the passenger rail.

Mr. SHUSTER. So you are going to look at what is out there and
what looks like it is ready to obviously go quickly but where we are
going to have the greatest impact, so possibly Harrisburg to Pitts-
burgh or, as my colleagues mentioned, Cleveland to Pittsburgh if
it makes sense and the engineering and those things are

Mr. YACHMETZ. Yes, sir, they are eligible and we haven’t made
a decision between 200 miles an hour, 110 miles an hour.
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Mr. SHUSTER. How soon do you think you will start—the deci-
sions will be made?

Mr. YACHMETZ. The initial applications, we have—our first level
of applications are due, right now we are targeting August 24 for
individual projects and for planning grants, and October 2 for the
overall corridor proposals. We would expect that we would approve
some individual projects by the end of the summer, and we would
make at least the first round of approvals of corridor development
by the end of the calendar year.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you.

Mr. Gleason, I wanted to also point out that we didn’t hear that
you served on the Amtrak Reform Council, so you know a good bit
about Amtrak and some of the ups and down of Amtrak, but I just
wanted to get your thoughts on, we talked about economic develop-
ment and I think a lot of us in this room believe if you build it,
they will come, but what kind of response are you hearing and
what type of economic development do you think are going to locate
along the corridor or passenger rail improvements?

Mr. GLEASON. Well, first of all, I think there is some confusion
when the term high-speed rail is used, and you know, when you
use that term, some people think 150 miles an hour and then some
people might think 79 miles an hour in a certain corridor. You
know, it depends. And I think, you know, for example, the Norfolk
Southern line right now I think has some excess capacity because
of the economy. Also, the right-of-ways there, okay, a couple of
lines have been ripped up in the past as many of you know. Maybe
some day in the future we can lay another line on that right-of-way
for additional capacity and work that out with Norfolk Southern.
But so, you know, the economic development comes in the inter-
relationship between the communities and you have somebody like
State College being a technology center. You could have people live
in Blair County. If we had normal DMU service, which is a self-
propelled passenger car, it can hold up to 90 people, it can travel,
you know, the corridor on reasonable speeds, and if you had that
type of service, people could live in Blair County, go to work in
State College every day or people could live in Westmoreland or
Cambria County and go to Pittsburgh every day back and forth if
you had that kind of DMU service back and forth between these
hubs, and you know, I think what happens is that there is a doable
way of getting this started, initiated in the short term by using the
infrastructure that is there, the partnerships that are available,
without spending a lot of money, and with Norfolk Southern obvi-
ously it is a willing partner, to initiate this service and begin it in
the short term as opposed to long term is when you talk about
high-speed rail. When you talk about 150 or 120 miles an hour and
going down the Conemaugh Gap, I mean, that 79 or 110 miles an
hour might be fine but going over the mountain to Altoona, 50
miles an hour might be fine. But still, people could get from point
A to point B and the interaction between the communities would
be terrific.

Mr. SHUSTER. Do you have any sense—I know the Keystone West
passenger rail study didn’t look at ridership. Do you have any idea
on any study that has been out there on what kind of ridership do
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you get? Currently I think from Altoona, Huntington, Johnstown
west there is less than 60,000 people are traveling on that rail line.

Mr. GLEASON. Well, first of all, Amtrak did a study back in I
think the late 1990s, thereabouts, and it was a preliminary study
on ridership, and it shows that the ridership would have to be built
over time, and we had St. Francis University, their graduate school
of business also did a study and a survey that was very favorable.
But as somebody mentioned before, if you have convenient, eco-
nomical service that you can depend on and you can use on a day-
in, day-out basis, I believe that people would come and utilize 1it,
especially our senior citizens. Especially, you know, in the winter-
time, senior citizens are closed off and there is no access or egress
for them during the wintertime, and if you had an intermodal
model combined with bus services to train stations, you could have
people come from Altoona or Johnstown to Pittsburgh and take a
bus to the medical center in Oakland or take a bus out to the air-
port to catch a flight. There are all kinds of possibilities by doing
this intermodal with today’s infrastructure. Nothing needs to be in-
vented here.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you very much. My time is up.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Congressman Murphy.

Mr. MuUrPHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to thank all
the panelists. It has been enlightening. I have a few questions
here.

Mr. Fauver, a question for you. We have heard about the success
of the Philadelphia-Harrisburg run. What do we need to do to set
it up for success between Pittsburgh-Harrisburg, Cleveland-Pitts-
burgh? What would it take?

Mr. FAUVER. Well, first of all, I think we need to have a solid
plan that is based on good engineering facts that we look at. The
communities are there. You know, my opinion is that we need to
have a way to serve State College. It is a major, major population
center, major trip generator along that line. We need to have good,
accessible stations that provide good entranceways into the system.
If we just put additional trains out there on the line today, we are
going to be plagued with delays, we are going to be serving stations
that aren’t accessible and we are going to have a pretty high cost
to operate that service and probably not see the results that we are
looking for. So I think we need to have a pretty significant invest-
ment in the line and it is going to have to start with a pretty solid
engineering plan.

Mr. MURPHY. Does that mean we continue if we have that, we
limit the number of stops along the way? I know some people refer
to it as the milk train, you know, it is stopping at every town along
the way. You can’t have high-speed rail if you are stopping every
few miles.

Mr. FAUVER. Let me talk about how works on the segment be-
tween Harrisburg and Philadelphia and maybe correlate there. We
have four trains a day out of the 14 that are express trains that
stop at five stations. Those trains are the ones that operate in 90
minutes. The rest of the trains stop at all the stations on the cor-
ridor and they operate at about an hour and 45 minutes so it is
about a 15-minute longer trip on those trains. The key there when
you are stopping at all the stations, and we currently don’t have
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the infrastructure in place to really make that as successful as it
could be, is getting full-length platforms so people can board easily
at all locations on the train. We currently don’t have that. We are
working on a plan to invest in stations. The Elizabeth station is
one of the first that we are investing in to make that work.

Mr. MurPHY. What is the dollar cost of taking care of the sta-
tions, the lines, et cetera from Pittsburgh to Harrisburg? What is
that total going to be?

Mr. FAUVER. I don’t have a number for the whole line. I think
it is more than hundreds of millions to actually get it up to a high-
er speed thing that is competitive with the automobile but I don’t
have a definitive number yet.

Mr. MURPHY. Where do we stand in comparing per-passenger
per-mile costs, rail versus automobile, when you look at building
highways, adding lanes, et cetera? Can rail be pretty competitive?
I mean, because the federal government has to subsidize whatever
it.

Mr. FAUVER. From a pure construction point of view, I think it
is very competitive. The challenge with rail is building the rider-
ship and growing the ridership to a point where it can offset the
operating subsidy. We are currently subsidizing the Keystone Cor-
ridor this year at about $8 million. But we have had successes. As
we have made the major investments in that line, the subsidy per
passenger has come down, the amount of money we are paying per
passenger because we have had ridership growth and in turn rev-
enue growth that has resulted from it.

Mr. MUrPHY. Okay. Thank you.

Mr. Posner, you invest in these things. So from your standpoint
as a person who looks at private investment, and I was reading up
about this Posner principle, investing in underdog things, et cetera,
along the way. So is this economically worthwhile? Is this some-
thing that involves federal, State and private investors to work on
these rail lines, and from your standpoint, can it work?

Mr. POSNER. It really depends on the market. You go places like
Japan and some markets in Kurope, it can be profitable without
subsidies where you have a combination of wealthy passengers, ex-
isting infrastructure and traffic density. For example, Japan is very
wealthy, very dense.

Mr. MurpHY. How about here? Can it work here?

Mr. POSNER. Probably not.

Mr. MUrPHY. Not to a profitable level?

Mr. POSNER. Probably not as a profitable business. There is a
model of private sector operation of passenger service which is
catching on around Europe where private companies compete for
the opportunity to run passenger service for the lowest subsidy but
I think that grafting that model into the United States may be
very, very complicated, and I believe the sentiment of the freight
rail industry, and I am not speaking for the freight rail industry
but I can tell you my impression, is that there is a lot of concern
about unknown third-party private operators coming into the busi-
ness. I think they would much rather deal with Amtrak, quite
frankly. I think the major concern is one of liability, and while the
freight industry is very interested in promoting anything that ben-
efits businesses in addition to freight, it should not compromise the
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freight business and liability is a big concern. And if I could men-
tion, the definition of high-speed rail, I think that once you start
talking about speeds above 110 miles an hour, it is going to be
pretty difficult to convince the freight industry that mixing pas-
senger trains at that speed with freight trains is a good idea.

Mr. MURrPHY. Well, certainly we recognize that government puts
money into the air transportation from airports to air traffic con-
trollers. They are doing the highways in terms of building the
roads and the bridges and certainly in the rail system, especially
as you see the freight system is doing so well now. I would think
we want to know what the dollar value is and what the payoff is,
and I want to thank all the panelists for your input on this today.
I yield back.

Mr. ALTMIRE. I would open it up for a very quick second round
beginning with Mr. Shuster.

Mr. SHUSTER. This is a follow-up for Mr. Posner on the economic
viability. That is the debate that has been occurring in Congress
over the last 30 years. Those in my party, some of them say, you
know, shut down Amtrak, it can never work. Those in the other
party, some say that you will have a profitable railroad, every pas-
senger rail service in the world needs government support. I be-
lieve if we do it in the right way, not that we can have a profit-
able—hopefully we can have a profitable passenger rail system but
at least we can have one that breaks even, and I think our problem
in America is, if we focus on the corridors and not try to have at
least today a national system, you know, not have the train run-
ning from Minneapolis to Seattle, which really is a tourist train, if
we focus on really the high-density corridors in this country, we
can get to a point where they can be self-sustaining and then ex-
pand on that to more of a national system if so be it. And I just
wondered, you know, what are your thoughts of that as I look at
two things? I look at the history. Up to 1950, there was a profitable
passenger rail system in this country. It was the highways and air
travel that caused us to get out of trains and into planes and cars,
and second, with the expansion, the growth of the population in the
United States, we are going to go in about 35 years from 300 mil-
lion to 400 million people and those corridors that we talk about
around the country, the nine or so corridors, the density is just
going to increase significantly. Not everybody is moving from Penn-
sylvania to Arizona. So I wondered, what are your thoughts? Can
we get there if we focus on those corridors?

Mr. POSNER. Yeah, I think that the word “focus” is exactly right.
If you look at history, what happened was, after World War II,
largely because of regulation, the first thing the railroads said was,
if we could only get rid of the passenger trains, all of our problems
would be solved, and that didn’t solve the problem. And then the
railroads said if only we could get rid of branch lines, that would
solve all of our problems, and that wasn’t solved. And so finally
what they said was, well, if we can only get rid of regulation, that
would solve all of our problems, and in fact, that did solve all of
our problems. I am grossly oversimplifying, but just to keep the
discussion going. Deregulation solved all of the problems which
then allowed the industry to claw back and start saving the branch
lines, and I think Pennsylvania has a very successful branch line
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network, and freight rail is a network business just like passenger
rail is, and so now the industry is to the point where we can have
serious discussions about passenger service but I think that the an-
swer would be simply because this country does not have experi-
ence in private sector passenger business anymore, we need to
bring those models from overseas, which is one of the reasons why
we are trying to do it elsewhere. But I think that if you looked at
developing both corridors and preserving the national system, that
would allow it to evolve as opposed to looking for some sort of a
big bang to occur. And I also think that having several regional
projects, because some are going to work, some aren’t, will provide
some breadth of experience in terms of getting back the experience
that we got rid of in this country on how to own and operate pas-
senger rail systems.

b 1\/{{1‘. SHUSTER. In keeping with the Chairman’s wishes, I yield

ack.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you.

I just had one more for Mr. Lang. Has Amtrak engaged Norfolk
Southern about increasing passenger service along the western por-
tion of the Keystone Corridor, and if you have, what are the results
of those conversations?

Mr. LANG. Not recently we haven’t, and the study that we are
going to do for you as pat of what was authorized under PRIIA is
more of a ridership and revenue analysis, but what would have to
be done once you have that ridership and revenue analysis is to de-
termine at that point what level of frequencies you want. In other
words, say this corridor is right for six daily round trips or eight
daily round trips. That is when you approach the railroad and
model with them the service and look at what their infrastructure
needs and requirements would be, look at their capacity, if you
will, and figure out how to get six or eight frequencies into that
corridor. Because we don’t have a recent analysis of that. They are
time-consuming studies to undertake. We do a very detailed anal-
ysis of that work in conjunction with them. Many of the engineers
that we have are former freight rail employees that work very close
with the freight rails. So, you know, we are able to do that and we
have a number of those studies underway for other States and we
would be happy at the appropriate time to work with Mr. Fauver
to do that.

Mr. ALTMIRE. In closing, is there anything that you representing
Amtrak would want to add to the discussion about sustainability
of passenger rail and the long-term financial obligations?

Mr. LANG. Sure. That is the real question is, do you want to do
this in such a way that you attract—you want to have a service
that attracts riders or is your purpose to limit government sub-
sidies for the service. That is the real question here. We have 14
States that contract with us to run service. In other words, they
pay us to run trains that we would not otherwise be operating, and
the State of California by far our largest partner. In 1992, they ap-
proached us and signed a contract with us to run passenger rail
service between Oakland and Sacramento. They paid us to run two
daily round trips in that corridor with a plan to develop that cor-
ridor to establish more frequencies. In 2006, 14 years later, they
maxed out on the plan and with 16 daily round trips on the Oak-
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land-to-Sacramento corridor, 32 train movements a day, and those
are funded 100 percent by the state of California. Their goal in
funding the operation of those trains was to get people off the
roads. Their primary purpose for running that service was to get
people off the roads and put them in transit. They made a decision
that what they would use those trains for was to move people. It
wasn’t to limit operating support for those trains. It was designed
to move people. Each State has a different reason for partnering
with us. Most of them, though, it is they have made the decision
that they want to have an another form of transportation out there,
and I think that that is really what you are talking about here
today is how can we develop Cleveland to Pittsburgh and how can
we develop Harrisburg to Pittsburgh. We will have—in October we
will have ridership and revenue analyses to give to you on this and
t}llat would determine if we want to go forward with the capital
plan.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you all very much. We will now move on to
panel number two. As the witnesses get settled, I will introduce the
panel. I would like to welcome all of the members of the second
panel. We have Dave Sieminski, associate vice president for finance
and business of the Penn State University. We have Lorenzo
Simonelli, president and CEO of GE Transportation. Next, we will
hear from Patrick McMahon, president of Amalgamated Transit
Union Local 85. We have Mr. David Wohlwill, manager of extended
range planning for the Port Authority of Allegheny County. We
have Mr. Robert Ardolino, CEO of Urban Innovations. And finally,
we will hear from Dr. Fred Gurney, president and CEO of
MAGLEYV Inc.

Let me remind the witnesses that under our Committee rules,
oral statements must be limited to 5 minutes but the entire state-
ment will appear in the record. We are very pleased to have each
of you, and I now recognize Mr. Sieminski for his testimony.

TESTIMONY OF DANIEL W. SIEMINSKI, ASSOCIATE VICE
PRESIDENT FOR FINANCE AND BUSINESS, THE PENNSYL-
VANIA STATE UNIVERSITY; LORENZO SIMONELLI, PRESI-
DENT AND CEO, GE TRANSPORTATION; PATRICK J.
MCMAHON, PRESIDENT, AMALGAMATED TRANSIT UNION
LOCAL 85; DAVID WOHLWILL, AICP, MANAGER OF EXTENDED
RANGE PLANNING, PORT AUTHORITY OF ALLEGHENY COUN-
TY; ROBERT ARDOLINO, CEO, URBAN INNOVATIONS; AND
FRED GURNEY, PH.D., PRESIDENT AND CEO, MAGLEYV, INC.

Mr. SIEMINSKI. Good morning, Chair Altmire, Ranking Member
Shuster and Congressman Murphy. My name is Daniel Sieminski,
and I am the associate vice president for finance and business at
the Pennsylvania State University. I also have with me today Dr.
Teresa Davis, who is Penn State’s director of transportation serv-
ices. It is an honor for me to be here to testify on behalf of the
Pennsylvania State University in support of the expansion of pas-
senger rail service in Pennsylvania, particularly to State College in
Centre County.

The Pennsylvania State University is very encouraged about the
prospect of high-speed rail service coming to the central part of the
Commonwealth. We see many potential benefits of such a high-
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speed rail system to include greater access and convenience to the
region and an alternative economical means to move people quickly
and efficiently. We believe it is strategically important to the Com-
monwealth as well as the Nation to include State College in the
Pennsylvania rail network.

We also cannot discount the advantages of high-speed rail to our
environment. One of the university’s strategic goals is environ-
mental stewardship. High-speed rail as a transportation alter-
native helps us recognize that goal.

When considering State College from afar, one might ask, what
is so important about making State College part of the Pennsyl-
vania high-speed rail network. We believe the following informa-
tion provides the answer to that question.

There is no doubt that a traditional college education will con-
tinue to be of great importance to society and that excellence in re-
search will continue to be highly valued well into the future. What
is in doubt, however, is how effective we can be in providing a
transportation system that serves the needs of a diverse group of
individuals wishing to take advantage of the benefits that Penn
State has to offer.

The notion of high-speed passenger rail to State College, Penn-
sylvania, is not a new one. The first paragraph of a 1985 report en-
titled Pennsylvania High-Speech Rail Feasibility Study states, “A
high-speed rail passenger system across Pennsylvania could offer
rapid all-weather travel between Philadelphia and Pittsburgh but
also create tens of thousands of jobs, pump billions of dollars into
the state economy and spark countless opportunities for real estate
development.” A follow-up report published almost 20 years ago in
1990 further emphasized the importance of high-speed rail between
Pittsburgh and Philadelphia through Harrisburg. Both reports in-
cluded trains being routed through State College, suggesting a con-
nection through central Pennsylvania would be beneficial.

A report entitled Pennsylvania Statewide Passenger Rail Needs
Assessment, which was prepared by the Pennsylvania State Trans-
portation Advisory Committee in December 2001, referenced State
College and three of its even regional meetings regarding pas-
senger rail service.

Since 1985, State College has seen great improvements to Route
322 between Harrisburg and Potters Mills, extensive upgrades to
Route 22 between Pittsburgh and State College, and the construc-
tion of Interstate 99 between the Pennsylvania Turnpike and Inter-
state 80. Each one of these improvements has improved access,
convenience and contributed to safer travel.

The University Park Airport has enjoyed continuous investment
in facilities and services. In the period from 1985 to 2007, Univer-
sity Park Airport experienced 208 percent increase in annual pas-
senger enplanements. The Centre Area Transportation Authority
provides the third largest bus service in the Commonwealth, mov-
ing over 6.8 million riders last year. Only Pittsburgh and Philadel-
phia have larger systems. We believe this ranking helps dem-
onstrate the importance of public transportation to those living in
State College.

The University continues to focus on providing transportation op-
tions. In 1999, the University changed the campus bus system to
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encourage use of transit on campus and to discourage single-occu-
pant vehicles. In partnership with CATA, the University imple-
mented a ride share program and a discounted mass transit bus
pass program. Additionally, we worked with CATA to enhance the
regional van pool program. A web-based ride share program was
added to help students share transportation to and from the uni-
versity.

In response to requests by both employees and students, the Uni-
versity partnered with Fullington Bus Company to provide a week-
end express bus service from New York City for students, employ-
ees and the community. This year, due to requests, we will be pro-
viding a trial program for a weekend express bus to Baltimore and
Washington, D.C. The participation of our University community
members in these transportation alternatives reflects the willing-
ness of people to use alternative modes of transportation when
available.

While State College continues to see improvements in the high-
way systems, airport capacity and bus service, the closest high-
speed rail passenger service is in Harrisburg, which is more than
90 miles away. In many ways, that 90-mile separation creates a
barrier for many people traveling to or from State College.

Throughout the Commonwealth, Penn State’s enrollment totaled
92,613 during the fall 2008 semester, making Penn State one of the
largest universities in the Nation. While not all of these students
are enrolled at University Park, one must wonder what a Univer-
sity Park student would say if high-speed rail was one of the trans-
portation options. If it is one of Penn State’s 44,112 students at
University Park, he or she might say high-speed rail is an afford-
able and efficient alternative to my travel between home and Uni-
versity Park for holidays and special weekends.

Penn State is also recognized as one of the major research uni-
versities in the Nation. In 2006, Penn State was ranked 13th na-
tionally with research and development expenditures totaling
$664,182,000. Penn State’s Conferences and Institutes brings near-
ly 50,000 people to our conferencing programs each year. Summer
%amps bring almost 220,000 youth from across the country to Penn

tate.

We have already heard the mention of Penn State football. The
University’s membership in the Big Ten further demonstrates the
importance of high-speed rail service to State College as one looks
beyond the borders of Pennsylvania at potential links to the high-
speed rail service expansion in the Midwest.

The economic benefit of students, research and conferences and
youth camps and Penn State football is summarized in a 2008 re-
port. Let me read from the report——

Mr. ALTMIRE. If we could start to summarize, we can turn to
some of this in the Q&A.

Mr. SIEMINSKI. Penn State contributes more to the State’s econ-
omy annually than any other industry. In 2008, the University gen-
erated $8.5 billion in direct and indirect economic impact and an
additional $8.7 billion through business services, research commer-
cialization and the activities of alumni for a total of $17 billion.

In closing, I would like to thank the Committee for allowing me
to testify in support of bringing high-speed rail service to State Col-
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lege. Borrowing a quote from the 1999 high-speed intercity rail pas-
senger commission final report, “High-speed rail would be a cata-
lyst for economic growth.”

With that said, we believe including State College, Pennsylvania,
as part of the high-speed passenger rail network is strategically im-
portant to the Commonwealth for the reasons I brought you today.
Thank you.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you. We appreciate Dr. Davis being here,
and if you would like, I would invite you to sit behind Mr.
Sieminski in the Q&A if you feel like you might want to have
something to say. It is up to you.

Mr. Simonelli.

Mr. SIMONELLI. Mr. Chairman, honorable Members of the Com-
mittee, my name is Lorenzo Simonelli. I am the CEO of GE Trans-
portation in Erie, Pennsylvania. Established more than 100 years
ago, GE Transportation provides leading freight and passenger lo-
comotives, signaling and communication systems, replacement
parts and value-added services to our rail customers around the
globe. Approximately 17,000 GE locomotives are currently in use in
more than 50 countries.

The infusion of $8 billion in funding for high-speed passenger rail
in the stimulus legislation provides an opportunity for the United
States to develop a leading position in passenger locomotive pro-
duction. GE is prepared to build in northwestern Pennsylvania the
next generation of high-speed diesel-electric passenger locomotives,
which will support the high-speed rail initiative, create U.S. pas-
seélger rail manufacturing capacity and provide well-paying U.S.
jobs.

GE Transportation is arguably best known for the development
of its groundbreaking Evaluation Series locomotive. It is the most
technically advanced, fuel-efficient and low-emission locomotive to
date. The Evolution is 5 percent more fuel efficient and generates
40 percent lower emissions than previous locomotives. One loco-
motive saves approximately 300,000 gallons of fuel over the life of
the locomotive. GE is prepared to transfer this state-of-the-art tech-
nology to the next generation of high-speed passenger locomotives
which would deliver an estimated 25 percent of fuel savings and
emission reduction by approximately 60 percent compared to the
older locomotives currently in use.

Both the United States and GE currently face the most chal-
lenging economic environment in decades. However, times of crisis
offer unique opportunities to innovate and upgrade. Now is the
time to revitalize the passenger rail industry in our country by
building the next-generation passenger locomotive here and replac-
ing 20-year-old locomotives with state-of-the-art green rail trans-
portation solutions.

GE has a long and successful past working with Amtrak. We de-
signed and produced the Genesis passenger locomotive for Amtrak
in 1997 with the most recent production run in 2001. GE is pre-
pared to work with DOT, Amtrak and the States on the specifica-
tions for and production of these coming passenger locomotives.

Congress and the Administration need to ensure that there is a
standardized approach to passenger locomotives that recreates a
U.S. industry with significantly lower production costs than new
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passenger locomotives. If we fail to adopt a standardized approach,
the true benefits from jobs to efficiency will be far less significant.
Using technology developed through the Evolution locomotive, GE
will meet the DOT standards by building new passenger loco-
motives with a top speed between 110 miles per hour to 124 miles
per hour.

As a measure of the environmental benefits of this new tech-
nology, replacing a fleet of 200 older locomotives would have a sav-
ings impact of 2 million gallons of fuel and an emission reduction
of 21,000 tons of CO2, 1,560 tons of NOX and 200 tons of particu-
late matter. In addition, this upgrade would sustain approximately
1,900 jobs right here in America.

We encourage the federal government and Amtrak to continue to
exercise leadership. In administering the $8 billion high-speed rail
program, the Department of Transportation must focus its efforts
on developing domestic passenger rail manufacturing capacity.
Similarly, today Amtrak is uniquely positioned to provide new lead-
ership in passenger rail by upgrading and expanding its passenger
locomotive fleet. GE demonstrated over the past decades that it
possesses the know-how and manufacturing base in the United
States to develop the next generation of fuel-efficient and low-emis-
sions high-speed passenger locomotives. We are ready to partner
with the federal government, the States and Amtrak to make high-
er and high-speed passenger rail a reality by providing locomotives
made in the United States of America rather than importing tech-
nology and products from overseas. The modernization and green-
ing of aging locomotive fleets in America could clearly have a pro-
found impact on safeguarding well-paying manufacturing jobs in
the United States and right here in Pennsylvania.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak before you. I would be
happy to answer any questions you might have in this forum or at
later date.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you.

Mr. McMahon.

Mr. McMAHON. Thank you, Congressman Altmire, Congressman
Shuster and Congressman Murphy for the opportunity to testify
here today. I am speaking here today on behalf of the Amal-
gamated Transit Union, the largest organization representing pub-
lic transportation, paratransit, over-the-road and school bus work-
ers in the United States and Canada. With more than 185,000
members in over 270 locals throughout the United States and Can-
ada, we are definitely the largest transit union. My name is Patrick
McMahon. I am the president and business agent of Local 85 here
in Pittsburgh. I represent the 2,400 employees who operate the
Port Authority of Allegheny County Transit System. I also under
the ATU am the chairman of the Pennsylvania Joint Conference
Board. In that capacity, I represent approximately 17 other cities
throughout the Commonwealth including areas of Harrisburg, Al-
toona, Johnstown, Lancaster and several other of the smaller com-
munities.

I am here today to talk about a subject which next to the exten-
sive revision of our health care system is the most important sub-
ject that our Nation needs to address if we want to grow and pros-
per. There can be no mistake that the use of the American auto-
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mobile adds to air pollution and saps our economy as a result of
ever-increasing gas prices. While millions upon millions of cars
creep along congested highways in order to get to their place of
business and commerce, we must invest in a better way to enhance
and improve our mobility.

Although the ATU is not opposed to the high-speed rail between
major cities, we believe that the investment in public transit within
the major metropolitan regions is a much wiser investment and ex-
penditure of our federal dollars.

I am here today to talk and encourage a further investment into
light rail in public transit. We believe that light rail will pay large
dividends in our country and certainly to western Pennsylvania.
The idea that public transportation can be self-sustaining has al-
ready proven to be irrational. Private transportation companies
have fallen by the wayside simply because they cannot be economi-
cally operated on a for-profit basis. Public transportation systems
are now an essential public service, the same as police and firemen.
They must be funded by government. Fare increases and service
cuts are not the answer and cannot solve the problem. People need
transportation in order to get to their jobs, stimulate our market
and invigorate our economy. In western Pennsylvania, the expan-
sion of mass transportation, in particular, the light rail transpor-
tation system, is an absolute necessity. We cannot grow unless that
occurs.

Today I advocate for light rail because our experience with heavy
rail has proven to be a failure. The Port Authority once operated
a heavy rail system and found it to be unreliable and inadequate.
Because of the topography of western Pennsylvania and the loca-
tions of our densely populated areas, heavy rail is not suitable to
service those areas. The heavy rail system is simply impractical for
western Pennsylvania.

At one point streetcars were the engines which drove the region’s
economy. Those streetcars were thought to be outmoded, but we
have come to learn that going back to the streetcar in the form of
new, more efficient light rail vehicles is the answer. Unlike our
forefathers, however, we must recognize that these light rail vehi-
cles must operate on their own dedicated right-of-ways and be
made accessible to the riding public where the demand is heaviest.

In the Pittsburgh area, we have several areas that absolutely
would benefit from the expansion of light rail service: the Route 28
corridor, second would be the Oakland east end area, and the south
side of Pittsburgh. We currently have a light rail system which
services the South Hills and a new connector soon to be opened in
order to service the North Shore where the Pittsburgh Pirates, the
Steelers and our new casino is located.

In my more formal presentation, which I have provided a copy
to you, I have outlined what I believe to be the best possible way
to connect the entire light rail system. Essentially my idea is to in-
tegrate the existing system and extend it through the Oakland east
end area, across the Allegheny River, along the 28 corridor. As an
offshoot of the servicing the Oakland area, we should connect the
south side of Pittsburgh into the existing South Side Rail Station.

The development of a light rail system to the areas mentioned
will result in our entire region being tied together in one contin-
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uous transit system that will allow someone from the furthest
stretches of Allegheny County and even those in Armstrong, Butler
and Westmoreland counties to board one of our light rail vehicles
and travel into Oakland, South Side, the central city and or the
North Shore without any interruptions and do so in a cost-efficient
manner while contributing to a clean and green environment.

To accomplish this, we would obviously need the help of the fed-
eral government. We strongly believe that the federal surface
transportation Reauthorization bill needs to not only increase fund-
ing for public transit capital projects but also to include funding for
operating assistance.

The Amalgamated Transit Union and this local that I represent
enthusiastically support the inclusion of House Resolution 2746 as
part of the reauthorization package. This bill would provide for in-
creased flexibility and the use of federal transit funds by allowing
transit systems of all sizes to use a percentage of their formula
funds for operations. Here in Allegheny County, a maximum of 30
percent of transit formula funds could be used for operating assist-
ance. Significantly, the bill would encourage State and local gov-
ernments to invest in transit through a unique incentive program.

Mr. ALTMIRE. If we could start to wrap up?

Mr. McMAHON. Okay. So Congressman, again I thank you for
the opportunity. In essence, we support the extension of the light
rail in the major metropolitan areas as a better expenditure for our
federal dollars and the rail systems. So with that, I will conclude
and certainly I am available to answer any questions, and I thank
you again for the opportunity.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you.

Mr. Wohlwill.

Mr. WOHLWILL. Good morning, Chairman Altmire and Congress-
men Murphy and Shuster, I am pleased to represent the Port Au-
thority of Allegheny County and I thank you for the invitation, and
my testimony is going to elaborate on points that Mr. Posner and
Mr. Gleason made about integrating local transit systems within a
regional or intercity rail system.

Port Authority is a multimodal transit provider. We serve
220,000 rides each weekday on our bus, light rail and inclined
plane system. We have 188 routes. Port Authority is currently un-
dertaking its transit development plan to determine how best to
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of its transit system and
improve service for existing riders and hopefully draw new riders
within available financial resources. The Port Authority does not
own or operate any intercity rail services nor do any of our facili-
ties serve that kind of market. We are very interested in proposals
for improved rail service in western Pennsylvania. And as these
proposals are developed further, we urge consideration of how the
intercity services would interface with local transit, and in par-
ticular I want to highlight Amtrak’s existing Pittsburgh station. It
is located adjacent to the Martin Luther King, Jr. East Busway.
This is a 9.1-mile rapid transit facility linking downtown Pitts-
burgh and Oakland with Pittsburgh’s eastern communities. About
25,000 riders use it each day. Thus, travelers from many of these
communities have direct access to the Amtrak station and more-
over a number of routes operating on other parts of our system also
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use Penn Station as a layover point so their routes from the north
and the west that come right to Penn Station so those communities
also have direct access to the Amtrak station.

In recent years, Penn Station, which is the name of our busway
station that is adjacent to the Amtrak station, has emerged as a
regional transit hub, and each of the counties that surround Alle-
gheny County have their own transit system and many of these op-
erate services from those counties to downtown Pittsburgh, and
these include Beaver County Transit Authority, Mid Mon Valley
Transit Authority, Meyers Coach, Westmoreland County Transit
Authority and Newcastle Area Transit Authority and the City of
Washington’s transit authority. Thus, direct service is available not
only from Allegheny County to Penn Station and the Amtrak sta-
tion but throughout the region, and this very high level of transit
access makes it possible for passengers arriving on a train to access
various parts of the region without going through the expense of
a rental car, and then conversely it also makes it possible for the
region’s residents to access the Amtrak station without worrying
about limited and expensive parking in the station area.

While these linkages to local and regional transit are important,
I would also like to mention another benefit of the proximity of our
transit system to the existing Amtrak station, and that is Port
Authority’s police is headquartered in what used to be call Pitt
Tower. That is right near the Amtrak station, and in these days
of security concerns, that adds an extra set of eyes and ears to the
system, even though our police are focused on our transit system,
you know, it is a further security enhancement.

And as a planner, I know you are a bit aways from thinking
about fares, but as planning for a rail system advances into further
phases, I would hope that would keep in mind fare instrument that
would not only be good to pay for travel from, say, Harrisburg to
Pittsburgh, but could also be used on the region’s transit systems.
That would certainly improve the integration and convenience of
transferring from local to intercity transit and vice versa.

In conclusion, Port Authority is excited about the opportunities
for further integration of local and regional transit into some kind
of intercity or regional rail system in western Pennsylvania, and ef-
fective integration of local and intercity transportation will be mu-
tually beneficial to the transit systems, to the operator of the rail
system, whether it is Amtrak or someone else, as well as rail pa-
trons. We look forward to working with Congressman Altmire and
anyone else involved in planning and developing the intercity rail
network, and I will be here to answer any questions. Thank you.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you for your testimony.

Mr. Ardolino.

Mr. ARDOLINO. Good morning, Congressman Altmire, Congress-
man Shuster. My name is Robert Ardolino and I am the president
and CEO of Urban Innovations and we are based here in Pitts-
burgh, Pennsylvania. Urban Innovations is a nationally recognized
firm that specializes in transit-oriented development and public-
private partnerships, known as P3s. Our firm currently has
projects in California, Arizona and Pennsylvania. Today I would
like to not only speak to the importance of expanded passenger rail
in the United States and service in western Pennsylvania but to
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point out that not only will enhanced rail service offer environ-
mentally friendly options, aid in reducing traffic congestion, im-
prove air quality and communities around such benefits, but it
would carefully plan land use and economic development along rail
corridors, both passenger and freight. Such developments are win-
win situations for everyone.

For decades the automobile has been the force behind real estate
development in America. As a result, open space and greenfields
have been consumed by an overexpanding suburbia of large yards,
wide roads and massive parking lots. During this same period,
mass transit has been deemphasized, and unlike many parts of the
world, passenger rail service has all but disappeared. Now our Na-
tion and western Pennsylvania has been forced to reevaluate its de-
velopment policies as a result of rising energy costs, deteriorating
downtowns and overcrowded freeways.

Due to these troubling conditions, States are developing pro-
grams to rectify these programs. The Federal Railroad Administra-
tion in conjunction with the Federal Transit Administration has de-
veloped joint policy statements for the use of mainline railroad
right-of-ways for light rail commuter train operations. Because of
the oversight of light rail operations is designated to the FTA while
intercity freight and passenger rail operations oversight is designed
to the FRA, a joint agency accommodation is required.

Just as the freight railroad industry is rapidly growing, so are
passenger operators. There are now 19 commuter railroad projects
under FRA oversight ranging from large ones such as the Long Is-
land Railroad, Metro North Regular rate and rhythm, New Jersey
Transit, Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation, and the Mas-
sachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, to name a few. However,
southwestern Pennsylvania lacks strong commuter rail. Public au-
thorities own all the commuter railroads. Some of these operate on
their own tracks, provide operating rights to freight railroads and
Amtrak. Others are tenants on tracks owned by freight railroads
or Amtrak, and some have shared arrangements. Amtrak is a con-
tract operator of services for several of the aforementioned com-
muter railroads while other commuter railroads contract with
freight railroad operators or private companies.

The time has come in southwestern Pennsylvania to implement
commuter rail. Urban Innovations along with key stakeholders
have developed a plan to provide commuter rail service from
Tarentum Bridge in Westmoreland County to the Convention Cen-
ter in the downtown section of Pittsburgh known as the Strip with
full cooperation of the owners of the freight corridor known as the
Allegheny Valley Rail. Our project is supported by Congressman
Altmire and many regional leaders throughout southwestern Penn-
sylvania including our Secretary of Transportation, Mr. Biehler. In
the coming months, Urban Innovations will compile 8 years of
studies and reports along with Allegheny County, Westmoreland
County and the city of Pittsburgh to unveil an implementation plan
that will consist of a public-private partnership which in conjunc-
tion with the Federal Railroad Administration and the Federal
Transit Administration will develop a 22-mile commuter rail that
will potentially connect to the formerly proposed light rail station
at the Pittsburgh Convention Center with intermodal connections
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to the bus terminal and the North Shore connector. This project
will ultimately enable a rider to connect from the Tarentum Bridge
in Westmoreland County to the South Hills Village Station in Alle-
gheny County. The economic benefits and land-use opportunities
that will surround this project are being developed. Urban Innova-
tions has identified five key elements to assure the success of this
project. They are marketing, financial, implementation, operations
and maintenance.

We in Pennsylvania are in the national spotlight with the G-20
summit on the horizon. Pittsburgh has recently been recognized as
one of the most livable cities in America. The time has come that
we have a tremendous opportunity to enhance and revitalize our
area through our rail system. This can only be accomplished
through cooperation, dedication and persistence.

I would like to thank the Chairman and Congressman Shuster
for giving me the opportunity to speak.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you.

Dr. Gurney.

Mr. GURNEY. Good morning, Congressman Altmire, Ranking
Member Shuster and others, ladies and gentlemen. I am very
pleased to be able to address this Subcommittee on expanding pas-
senger rail service. I am the president and CEO of MAGLEV Inc.
and we are very vitally concerned about high-speed transportation,
intercity transportation and the economic benefits that can accrue
from transportation of this nature. We are also the private partner
along with PennDOT on the Pennsylvania High-Speed Maglev
Project.

First of all, we want to applaud the emphasis that passenger rail
is now getting on putting together a real mechanism for passenger
service throughout the country. We really believe that that is
where we need to go and we totally support that. While we under-
stand the necessity for the dedication of a significant amount of the
stimulus funds to conventional dual-use rail mainly to remove
those obstacles that are limiting passenger service, we very much
believe that without a concentrated effort and grade separated
track, we will be continually limited to the 79- to 110-mile-per-hour
service. We have heard that testimony given here already today.
We believe that America needs two or three truly high-speed trans-
portation systems in order to capture the imagination and the sup-
port of the public on true high-speed transportation. In the case of
high-speed maglev, we are talking about speeds slightly in excess
of 300 miles per hour.

While I am a strong believer in high-speed maglev, I am equally
a strong advocate of starting such a program right here in the
Pittsburgh area. Pittsburgh is strategically located in the United
States. It was already referred to as a natural hub of transpor-
tation between here and the Midwest, and I believe it is that ex-
actly. Within 500 miles of where we are sitting now, we have one-
half of the population of the United States. That 500-mile radius
is what the FRA is referring to as the sweet spot for employing
high-speed passenger service.

Not only is Pittsburgh strategically located, it also has the kinds
of conditions that are challenging to high-speed rail and to all the
intercity passenger rail. We have rugged terrain, a full four seasons
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of climate and those kinds of things which beginning here will
demonstrate the applicability of this kind of technology throughout
the country.

Let me talk to you about some of the advantages of high-speed
maglev. I already mentioned its high speed at cruising, slightly in
excess of 300 miles per hour. It is energy efficient. It is green tech-
nology. There are no effluents from the vehicle itself. It offers sub-
stantial time savings and quality-of-life improvement for travelers.
Very importantly, and this point came up several times today, very
importantly, it offers the ability of self-sustaining service, and I
will explain that a little bit more. With limited maintenance, the
infrastructure should last as much as 80 years. High-speed maglev
and particularly our design here in the Pittsburgh area shows that
we can bring traffic into the heart of the city, into the heart of a
compact city like Pittsburgh with very little disturbance on the ex-
isting buildings and infrastructure. Likewise with the service to the
airport, with a station at the airport we can connect to the ticket
counter with elevators or escalators, direct access to those loca-
tions. Even though we have lost some of the interconnecting links
at the Pittsburgh International Airport, we still have an increase
in the origin and destinations of that airport, so the business is
picking up. Locally, the business is picking up in those areas.

Let me talk a little bit about the technology of high-speed
maglev. I think some of you have heard me before, but let me at
least reiterate some of these points. High-speed maglev as we an-
ticipate it for the Pittsburgh and southwestern Pennsylvania area
has been in development in operational verification in Germany for
over 30 years. The German government has just recently incor-
porated and certified a TR-09 vehicle that includes the latest re-
finements of that technology. The system has been operating in
Shanghai, China, since 2004 with a 99.8 percent up time. Ninety-
nine point eight percent of the time it has been within 1 minute
of its scheduled departure. It is a technology that listen to Presi-
dent Obama or Vice President Biden, this is the technology they
are talking about. They talked about high-speed rail in China. This
is the technology.

We have just recently completed the FEIS. It is at the FRA for
finalization. We have begun some things with the development of
the infrastructure, particularly with precision fabrication which is
applicable to high-speed maglev but also applicable to the Nation’s
need for rejuvenation of the rail structure and also offshore struc-
tures and elevated highway structures. We have a tremendous
amount of activity that we would like to continue to bring up. I
think our Secretary of PennDOT, Al Biehler, has testified that for
every $1 billion of transportation funding, 30,000 jobs are created.
Thirty thousand jobs are created for every $1 billion. That is jobs
of all kind, not just construction jobs and manufacturing jobs but
jobs of all kinds.

Mr. ALTMIRE. If we could start to wrap up?

Mr. GURNEY. I thank you for the time that you have given me,
and I again would like to say that we are very excited about the
opportunity of being here and to tell you about this exciting trans-
portation, and this is the one that President Obama and Vice Presi-
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dent Biden are talking about when they talk about high-speed rail
in reference to China. Thank you.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you, and thank you all. We will start with
questions.

I want to start with Mr. Gurney. We had last week someone in-
volved in the transportation department made a statement alluding
to the fact that it was her perception that the West Coast and the
upper Midwest were far ahead of anywhere else in the country on
high-speed technology, and we had someone on our panel, the first
panel which I am sure you heard reference that comment. Can you
talk about why you think that Pittsburgh and the maglev project
was not considered when that statement was made?

Mr. GURNEY. Well, I think that most of those statements were
made with regard to conventional steel wheel on rail transportation
systems, and to upgrade the existing rail systems in the Midwest—
and that activity has been going on for a long time as the testi-
mony did allude. In the California area, a lot of activity has been
going on and we have been following a little bit of that as well. So
they are talking about conventional rail systems. There aren’t a lot
of places in the country that are talking about high-speed maglev
and the benefits of high-speed maglev and so perhaps they just did
not understand the technology.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Can you talk a little bit about when you say this
is in your mind what the President is talking about when he talks
about high-speed rail, what is the cost differential per mile for
what you are talking about with your project and what other tech-
nologies might bring.

Mr. GURNEY. We are talking about a technology here that is 300
miles per hour. It is grade separated. It is on separate track and
it is elevated. So whenever we talk about comparing, we need to
compare equivalent grade separated track to maglev. When our
comparisons and looking at the statistics particularly on light rail,
they are very cost comparable. Looking at the light rail systems
that were installed in Seattle and St. Louis and around the coun-
try, it is very comparable. We don’t have good numbers with regard
to what the upgrade of existing dual-use rail would be.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Simonelli, do you want to comment on that,
your technology and what the cost per mile might be in imple-
menting it?

Mr. SIMONELLI. If you look at the technology we offer today,
which is diesel-electric, as you know, the freight railroad is one of
the most productive in the world. I don’t have the specific figures
with me. Just one aspect to comment, there is a huge differential
between what is mentioned as high-speed rail and full electrifica-
tion, and the way we perceive it is, it is a gradual move towards
electrification where small progress can be made immediately with
huge benefits by moving towards a diesel-electric improvement,
which is already available. Going down an aspect of full electrifica-
tion is a 20- to 30-year journey. It is not something that can be
reaped immediately.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Ardolino, can you talk about—you mentioned
the Allegheny Valley Rail line, something that we have talked
many times about. Can you talk about what the impediments are
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to getting that up and running and what needs to happen between
now and when that first passenger steps on that train?

Mr. ARDOLINO. Currently, the updated report is being completed
by HDR Engineers and is due out at the end of this month. Once
the information has been reviewed, looked at by Westmoreland
County Transit Authority and our client, Allegheny Valley Rail, we
have proposed a public-private partnership. The next step would be
an environmental impact study that would be required for the cor-
ridor, and that could take approximately 6 to 8 months to complete,
depending upon what kind of categorical exclusions we could get
with FTA. We have been in discussions with Port Authority. They
already have an environmental impact study in place for the con-
nection to the former station that was proposed. Our projection
from start to finish now would be 2-1/2 years.

Mr. ALTMIRE. So that would be 2-1/2 years from today

Mr. ARDOLINO. Correct. The end of this month.

Mr. ALTMIRE. —that passenger train could be up and running.

Mr. Wohlwill, do you want to comment on that, the Allegheny
Valley Rail line and what the Port Authority, what their involve-
ment might be in that?

Mr. WoHLWILL. I have been a participant on a steering com-
mittee for the Westmoreland County Transit Authority study, and
I would anticipate that as the study moves forward, we would con-
tinue to be a participant. Who would be the lead to advance the
Allegheny Valley Commuter Railroad? I think that is something
that is still to be worked out. There are several different models
as far as implementation of commuter rail goes, so beyond my say-
i?lg that we will cooperate, I don’t have anything further to say on
that.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you. I will turn it over to Mr. Shuster, and
we will do like we did last time, two rounds of questions.

Mr. SHUSTER. I want to conduct Mr. Gurney’s follow-up from
what you were saying before and expand upon that. I know in the
next maybe 30 days they are going to award $45 million to an East
Coast and $45 million to a West Coast high-speed maglev study or
hopefully more than a study, and I just wanted to know, number
one, how are you feeling about your chances, and number two, $45
million, what can you accomplish with $45 million towards making
maglev a reality?

Mr. GURNEY. Well, first of all, let me take the question about
how do we feel about our chances. I think they are fantastic and
I think so because we are very definitely the leading high-speed
maglev organization in the United States. We have done a tremen-
dous amount of work in bringing this technology to the forefront,
and we are continuing to work on it. Now, what we would do with
$45 million? The real approach that we would take is, we see the
construction and the work towards deployment of high-speed
maglev as being one that we would go into a design-build mode,
and so what we need to do then is to do those kinds of things that
promote and take it from the 10 to 15 percent engineering where
we are now to the 30 percent or so engineering that is associated
with design-build. That would include a major bridge crossing of
the Mon River. It would include the design of the stations in the
downtown area and also at the airport, and it would include all of
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those things associated with bringing that together. So it is design-
build activities in which we would be ready to go for construction,
release contracts for construction whenever the construction fund-
ing would become available.

Mr. SHUSTER. So $45 million would get you to a point where you
could be ready to

Mr. GURNEY. Forty-five million would get us well down that path
to release the design—you know, from design to design-build con-
tracts, yes.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you.

Mr. Sieminski, you talked about what rail connection would do
to Penn State. Have you done any studies on how the students get
to and from—I understand you said rail—or not rail, I am sorry,
air travel has increased significantly but it would be my guess that
most kids are coming by car. Is that accurate? Were there any
studies done as to how many kids would get out of cars and onto
trains?

Mr. SIEMINSKI. We have not done those types of studies but I
would have to venture a guess easily 90 percent come by car. We
have a number of out-of-state students. You would have to guess
that they may fly in to a major airport, maybe bused. We have a
significant number of international students that again would fly
in to a major airport and look for transportation from wherever
that airport might be.

Mr. SHUSTER. So there would obviously be a benefit to those stu-
dents. It would seem to me because you have the 40 students there
it would be relatively easy to do some kind of surveying of the stu-
dents to get an idea, you know, how they are coming, how far they
are driving, because I think a lot of that will determine—you know,
if they are driving by car from Altoona to State College, they are
not necessarily going to get on a train, but if they are going to
Philadelphia and to Pittsburgh and various other places——

Mr. SIEMINSKI. The distance traveled, I think, is very important.

Mr. SHUSTER. Right. Is that something you would consider doing,
that Penn State would put together a survey to try to give us some-
thing to put our teeth into?

Mr. SIEMINSKI. Certainly.

Mr. SHUSTER. And we talked mainly about high-speed rail. What
would traditional rail service, would that still be beneficial and how
would that be——

Mr. SIEMINSKI. There is currently——

Mr. SHUSTER. —affected

Mr. SIEMINSKI. —rail service, very limited but rail service in Ty-
rone and Lewistown, and I am thinking Harrisburg to Pittsburgh,
that route being developed is high speed would provide an oppor-
tunity in Lewistown. From Lewistown, it is a half-hour to State
College, and with some minor improvements in the road, 322, that
could be a big improvement for us.

Mr. SHUSTER. And Mr. Simonelli, a question on—if we were to
put out some incentives to standardize approach to locomotive
manufacturing, how would that benefit manufacturing in this coun-
try, having Amtrak step up to the plate and put out there some
kind of standardization on what a locomotive would be? How is
that going to affect General Electric?
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Mr. SIMONELLI. Well, I think the biggest benefit is when you look
at the costs of operations and being able to have a standardized ap-
proach across Amtrak and then the States as they look at replen-
ishing from a locomotive perspective, costs of operations go down
immensely. If you only have 20 units and then another 20 units
that are different, having a large fleet of about 200 units the same,
you can look at savings of about 60 percent from an operational
perspective. From a GE perspective, it helps on the employment
level and also from an aspect of northwest Pennsylvania.

Mr. SHUSTER. And if I could, I just have one follow-up and will
forego the second round of questions. Mr. Simonelli, how in general
can the Congress strengthen and expand U.S. rail manufacturing
in this country? What are things that you have seen or ideas that
you have that we should be looking at to help you build rail capac-
ity?

Mr. SiMONELLI. I think again some of the initiatives that are
being taken around the passenger rail and having a standard ap-
proach, also having Amtrak actually lead the initiative, putting
through some legislation around the environmental requirements
and also I think having a better appreciation for the differences be-
tween high-speed rail and where this country is today. There is a
number of infrastructure limitations and it is a gradual approach,
and immediate impacts can be seen by adopting diesel-electric loco-
motives which are available today and have already proved very
beneficial for the freight locomotive carriers.

Mr. SHUSTER. Your new locomotive, how fast will that travel?

Mr. SIMONELLI. We can have a locomotive that goes between 110
to 124 hours per hour.

Mr. SHUSTER. That is for passenger or freight?

Mr. SiMONELLI. That would be for passenger, and if you look at
the average freight locomotive, again the capacity is there to go to
those speeds but they generally run between 50 to 80 miles per
hour.

Mr. SHUSTER. Okay. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Sieminski, if we are able to accomplish in the
future what we were talking about earlier, the Cleveland-to-Pitts-
burgh line, Pittsburgh all the way across the State through Harris-
burg, what would you envision the route that would be necessary
to get to State College? How would we get there?

Mr. SiEMINSKI. That is a great question. The studies that we
have had done or that were done 20 years ago suggest Altoona, Ty-
rone, State College, over seven mountains into Lewistown. Another
study showed further west to Williamsport. There are a number of
routes that have been identified as potential—let me emphasize, it
is not to displace the Philadelphia-Harrisburg-Pittsburgh connec-
tion. That is a primary route. Certainly Altoona, State College, Ty-
rone, Lewistown, Williamsport can play a significant role in adding
to the passengers of a high-speed rail network.

Mr. ALTMIRE. I am just thinking of the geography, and if you are
a student who lives in Baltimore, let us say, and you wanted to
take the train, do you think that would be feasible? Go up through
Philadelphia, turn left and then end up winding around a bunch
of mountains to get up to State College?
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Mr. SIEMINSKI. As far as Lewistown, it certainly could be very
feasible. The next, I will say, 40 miles could be a big challenge.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you.

Similarly on geography, Dr. Gurney, can you talk about the
Pennsylvania corridor that we are talking about and the challenges
that you would face in building a completely new infrastructure all
the way across the State and what you have thought about with
regard especially to the Altoona area and the more mountainous
areas?

Mr. GURNEY. Certainly. I think one of the things that needs to
be said here is that high-speed maglev has the great climbing capa-
bility of a 10 percent grade. Conventional steel wheel on rail is gen-
erally limited to the 3 percent grade. So we could go through some
very rugged areas, and because high-speed maglev as we envision
it is all elevated, then it is simply a matter of changing the heights
of our columns so that we can keep it as nice and as smooth of a
ride as possible. But again, being able to climb grades of 10 percent
helps get around a lot of those difficult terrain areas, and we have
a challenging terrain right here in the Pittsburgh area. So we have
looked at that and we could navigate through that easily.

Mr. SHUSTER. Will the gentleman yield for a second? Somebody
told me that technologically maglev, it can go straight up. Is that
true or is that

Mr. GURNEY. Well—

Mr. SHUSTER. I mean, it is not reasonable to do it that way but
it has the potential to do that?

Mr. GURNEY. I don’t know whether you can go straight up or not
but you certainly can devise the system to go at very, very rapid
speeds. At a matter of fact, it is used—the technology is used in
Holliman Air Force Base on that sled that we are using for testing
some launching of missiles. So it gets some very, very high speeds.

Mr. SHUSTER. So the technology could exceed 10 percent, 20 per-
cent grades if you

Mr. GURNEY. Yes, but we are really talking about passenger com-
fort here.

Mr. SHUSTER. Right. I understand. I just wanted clarification be-
cause somebody told me that it could exceed that, and I didn’t
know. Thank you.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Thank you, Dr. Gurney.

Mr. McMahon, you indicated in your testimony that a new light
rail system must be strategically integrated—you said those
words—within the current system. Can you elaborate on that, what
you mean by that statement?

Mr. McMAHON. Yes. You know, we do have areas of south-
western Pennsylvania that definitely could use more transpor-
tation. I identified the 28 corridor. That is one that I know that
people around here, it is definitely one of the worst commutes in
southwestern Pennsylvania, but what I mean by that is, the exist-
ing—we have the North Shore, which, you know, whether you
agree with the building in the North Shore or not, we have it and
we should be looking to what we are going to do next. We could
expand that. We could expand that North Shore out through the
28 corridor. We also have, which a lot of folks don’t know because
we don’t use it that much, but right at the East Busway under this
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very building we are in, we have the Spy Line that connects right
to the East Busway. Now, if you would have had the planning to
go from the East Busway and extend, you know, the rail system
out the busway corridor, whether it is elevated or right beside it,
however the most efficient way and the best way of doing it, but
if you would go out through that corridor, you could connect to
Oakland. There is already a busway ramp that goes right to the
Oakland area, which would be beneficial. And then plus, you know,
there are railroad bridges, things like that, that you could cross the
Allegheny and then go down through all the Brownfields down here
where those northeastern suburbs all come in through that get on
to 28, the Millville, Sharpsburg, all those different areas down
there that you could integrate with park and rides and things like
that which we think would be very beneficial to southwestern
Pennsylvania. You know, we heard a lot of things like the Alle-
gheny Railroad, things like that, and they are all great ideas but
like I said in my comments and more efficiently in the paper, we
have experienced that and it really hasn’t worked. The heavy rails
haven’t worked in western Pennsylvania. It is very inefficient. Port
Authority had the Mon Valley, went up through all the way down
to McKeesport. It just didn’t work. It was very inefficient. They
broke down a lot, things like that. We think that the topography
and, you know, the areas that you would have to serve to make it
efficient just isn’t doable in our region because of the geography
and things like that. I hope that helps. At least I hope that ad-
dresses what your question was. I don’t know.

Mr. ALTMIRE. It does, and thank you all for your testimony
today, and I especially in his absence want to thank Chairman
Oberstar for allowing us to have this field hearing. There is a lot
of staff work that goes into it. We have staff on both sides that are
represented. Thanks to all of you for being here. This is an incred-
ibly busy week for the Committee. As you saw, we unveiled the
blueprint for the federal highway plan for the next 6 years, which
we may bring to Committee as soon as this week, and I can’t thank
the Committee enough for their work. This is a very busy time and
everything seemed to run smoothly. So thanks to each one of you,
and I thank the witnesses for their testimony and the Members for
their questions. Thanks to Congressman Murphy for joining us as
well. And again, the Members of this Subcommittee and Congress-
man Murphy may have additional questions for the witnesses and
we will ask them to submit them to you for you to respond in writ-
ing. The hearing record will be held open for 14 days for Members
wishing to make additional statements or ask further questions.

Unless there is further business, this hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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STATEMENT
of the
Honorable Jason Altmire
House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
Subcommittee on Railways, Pipelines, and Hazardous Materials

Hearing on the Expanding Passenger Rail Service
I am pleased to call this hearing to order.

Thank you all for being here today. Today’s hearing will examine
the essential role that passenger rail plays in America’s
transportation infrastructure and the necessity for expanding its

service and efficiency.

Our nation’s transportation system is near capacity, with gridlock on
our highways and in our airspace. In 2006, there were more than
three trillion vehicle miles traveled, roughly double the nation;s
total miléage traveled in 1980, and more than four times the total

mileage traveled in 1957 - the first year of the Interstate.

Our nation’s airways fared no better. Despite record passenger

-1-
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loadings, delays in the nation's aviation system delivered a
staggering blow to the economy. In FY 2008, U.S. airlines
continued to meet demand, carrying 757.4 million passengers, but
the impact of unprecedented fuel prices and an overall recessioﬁ
have caused airlines to cut back capacify by reducing and
eliminating routes, leaving consumers to vie for fewer travel

options.

The U. S. Department of Transportation has described the current
congestion on our highways and our air infrastructure as “chronic.”
Moving passengers to railways can have an immediate impact on

highways and airways- alleviating congestion, and reducing the

consumption, consequences and our dependence on fossil fuels.

Since its origins in 1970, the National Railroad Passenger
Corporation - also known as Amtrak - has been tasked with
facilitating passenger services nationwide and rebuilding the rail

passenger system into a modern, efficient conveyance. Today,

2.
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Amtrak operates a rail network across 46 states, serving more than
500 destinations on 21,000 miles of routes with its nearly 18,000
employees. In its sixth straight year of record ridership, Amtrak
served around 78,000 passengers per day on it 300 trains, totaling
more than 28.7 million passengers nationwide during fiscal year
2008. Given the ongoing concerns with congestion and our
dependehce on foreign oil, rising gas prices, and greenhouse gas
emissions, both Amtrak and the States continue to look for

opportunities to expand passenger rail service.

Adequate investment in passenger railroad infrastructure is crucial
for natiénal economic growth, global competitiveness, the
environment, and quality of life. Continued efforts to expand
passenger rail services are critical to maintain an effective,
nationwide system, as well as to advance Congress’ and the
President’s vision for the development of high-speed rail in the

United States.
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One 75-foot wide rail corridor can carry the same number of
persons per hour as a 16-lane expressway, emitting fewer pollutants
and consuming less energy per passenger mile. Capacity can be
added to many existing corridors at a lower cost than comparable

highway improvements using modern train sets or high-speed rail.

Rail travel is six times safer than highway travel and the safest
mode of transportation worldwide. Increased travel by rail
stimulates economic activity and spurs private investment in urban
areas and central business districts around rail stations. Rail service
grants the freedom of mobility to those unable to easily use our air
and highway systems because of age, physical disabilities, health
problems, or economic circumstances, and reduces our dependence

on foreign oil.

Investment in the expansion of passenger rail service will also
encourage economic growth through the creation of highly skilled,

good paying jobs. Since the recession began in December 2007,

-4-
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one of the hardest hit sectors has been in construction, which has
seen unemployment rates over 21 percent. Since that time, over
1,050,000 jobs have been lost.in the construction sector. Expanding
passenger rail infrastructure will create jobs, not only in the
construction sector of the economy, but in the manufacturing and

service sectors as well.

In order to address our nation’s economic, energy, environinental,
and transportation challenges, we need to continue expanding
passenger rail service and invest in high-speed rail. On February
17, 2009, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
was signed into law. The Recovery Act provides $9.3 billion
dedicated to passenger rail, including $8 billion in grants to states
for development of intercity passenger and high-speed rail and $1.3
billion for capital improvements to Amtral;. Additionaily, the
President’s budget proposes additional funding for each of the next
five years for the advancement and development of high-speed rail

throughout the nation.
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Pennsylvania is currently served by five key Amtrak intercity rail
corridors and routes. In 2008, three of Amtrak’s busiest stations
were in Pennsylvania: Philadelphia 30th Street Station was ranked
the third busiest station, Harrisburg was ranked 21*, and Lancaster

22nd.

In the Passenger Rail Investment and Impr;)vement Act, Amtrak
was tasked to study the route between Harrisburg and Pittsburgh
and the Capitol Limited route between Cumberland, Maryland, and
Pittsburgh. I await the completion of those studies, which is set for
October, but I know that Pittsburgh - like all major American cities
- stands to benefit from increased passenger rail service. Examining
that growth potential and eventually facilitating the service is a goal
of mine and the other members of this Subcommittee. I look
forward to hearing the testimonies from our esteemed and informed
witnesses today, and I look forward to a brighter future for

passenger rail in Pennsylvania and America.

-6~
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Good morning, Chairman Altmire and distinguished members of the
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. My name is Robert Ardolino. Iam
the President and CEO of Urban Innovations, based in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

Urban Innovations is a nationally recognized firm that specializes in Transit-
Oriented Development, also known as TOD, and Public-Private Partnerships, also
known as P-3’s. Our firm is currently working on rail projects in California,
Arizona and Pennsylvania.

Today, I would like to not only speak of the importance of expanding passenger
rail in the United States and service in western Pennsylvania, but to point out that
not only will enhanced rail service offer an environmentally friendly option, aid in
reducing traffic congestion and improve air quality, communities around such rail
service benefit tremendously by carefully planned land-use and economic
development along rail corridors - both passenger and freight. Such developments
are “win-win” situations for everyone.

For decades, the automobile has been the force behind real estate development in
America. As aresult, open space and green fields have been consumed by an over
expanding suburbia of large yards, wide roads and massive parking lots. During
this same period, mass transit has been de-emphasized and, unlike many parts of
the world, passenger rail service has all but disappeared.

Now our nation and Western Pennsylvania has been forced to re-evaluate its
development policies as a result of rising energy costs, deteriorating downtowns
and over crowded freeways.

Due to these troubling conditions, states are developing programs to rectify these
problems. The Federal Railroad Administration, in conjunction with the Federal
Transit Administration, has developed joint policy statements for the use of
mainline railroad right-of-ways for light-rail commuter train operations.

Because the oversight of light-rail operations is designated to the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), while intercity freight and passenger rail operations
oversight are designated to the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), a joint
agency accommodation is required.
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Just as the freight railroad industry is rapidly growing, so are passenger operators.
There are now 19 commuter railroads subject to FRA oversight, ranging from large
ones, such as the Long Island Railroad, Metro-North Railroad, New Jersey Transit,
Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority and Massachusetts Bay
Transportation Authority - to name a few.

However, Southwestern Pennsylvania lacks strong commuter rail service. Public
authorities own all of the commuter railroads. Some of these operate on their own
tracks and provide operating rights to freight railroads and Amtrak; others are
tenants on track owned by freight railroads or Amtrak; and some have shared
arrangements. Amtrak is a contract operator of services for several of the
aforementioned commuter railroads, while other commuter railroads contract with
freight railroads or private companies to operate their services.

The time has come in Southwestern Pennsylvania to implement commuter rail.
Urban Innovations, along with key stakeholders, have developed a plan to provide
commuter rail service from the Tarentum Bridge in Westmoreland County to the
Convention Center in the downtown section of Pittsburgh known as, ‘The Strip
District” with full cooperation of the owners of the freight corridor known as the
Allegheny Valley Railroad (AVRR).

Our project is supported by our Congressman, Jason Altmire and many regional
leaders throughout Southwestern Pennsylvania, including our Secretary of
Transportation, Mr. Alan Biehler.

In the coming months, Urban Innovations will compile eight years of studies and
reports along with Allegheny County, Westmoreland County and the City of
Pittsburgh, to unveil an implementation plan that will consist of a Public-Private
Partnership which, in conjunction with the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA)
and the Federal Transportation Administration (FTA), will allow for the
development of a twenty-two mile commuter rail that will potentially connect to a
formerly proposed Light Rail Transit Station at Pittsburgh’s Convention Center,
with intermodal connections to the bus terminal and the North Shore Connector.

This project ultimately will enable the rider to connect from the Tarentum Bridge
in Westmoreland County to the South Hills Village Station in Allegheny County.
(Please refer to Figure 1.1.)
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The economic benefits and land use opportunities that will surround this project
are being developed. Urban Innovations has identified five key elements to assure .
the success of this project. They are:

Marketing
Financial

. Implementation
. Operations

. Maintenance

Nk W N

We in Pennsylvania are in the national spotlight with the G-20 Summit on the
horizon and Pittsburgh recently being recognized as the most livable city in
America. The time has come and we have a tremendous opportunity to enhance
and revitalize our area through our rail systems. This can only be accomplished
through cooperation, dedication, and persistence...and we will truly live up to our
name - “City of Champions”.

I would like to thank the Committee for giving me this opportunity to speak today.
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Imagine -

In the right circumstances, high speed rail attracts riders and offers the nation a viable
transportation option as we face the challenges of dealing with climate change and looking for
alternatives to imported oil. :

In Pennsylvania, Governor Rendell foliowed through and completéd a commitment to partner
with Amtrak on a $145 million improvement to the 104-mile Keystone Corridor between
Philadelphia and the state Capital, Harrisburg.

The improvements included 128-miles of continuous-welded rail, more than 200,000 concrete
ties, 52 new switches and the first upgrade to the signal and electrification system in 70 years.

The improvements were completed in 2006 and allow us to operate trains at a maximum speed of
110 mph — the fastest in the U-S outside the Northeast Corridor.

The express travel time between Philadelphia and Harrisburg was cut to 90 minutes —a 30
minute improvement. That is a far better travel time than what it takes via car — anywhere
between 2 hours and 20 minutes to three hours depending on traffic. People using the Keystone
Corridor avoid one of our most congested expressways — Interstate 76, the Schuylkill
Expressway into Philadelphia.

Riders responded to these improvements. Since the improvements, ridership on the Keystone
Corridor has improved by 26 percent. The line will provide service to 1.2 million riders this year,
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These Keystone Corridor improvements represent a first step toward building a truly national
intercity high speed rail network. We have more to do in Pennsylvania. We are using some of the
stimulus dollars to improve stations along the Keystone Corridor.

We are looking at applying for some of the stimulus money to make further track improvements
that will allow top speeds of 125 mph and further reductions in travel time between Philadelphia
and Harrisburg. We need to plan for possible improvements west of Harrisburg to Pittsburgh — a
route served by just one train a day in each direction.

The Pennsylvanian Service that operates between Pittsburgh and Harrisburg cannot meet those

- requirements without substantial capital and operating funding investments. It takes over 5 hours
to travel between Harrisburg and Pittsburgh by train and there is only one train in operating in
each direction per day. A person can make the same trip by personal automobile in 3 ' hours
whenever they want to make the trip. Many of the train stations are in a state of disrepair and do
not meet the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act.

In 2005, PennDOT completed a study entitled the Keystone West Passenger Rail Study. This
study was prepared by Norfolk Southern with support from the Woodside Consulting Group.
The study identified the capital projects that would be necessary on the Norfolk Southern right of
way between Harrisburg and Pittsburgh to increase the level of passenger rail service to 4 round
trips per day. At the time there were 2 round trips being operated by Amtrak. The cost for the
projects that would be required to allow for this increase was $110.9 million in 2005 dollars for
line improvements. The study did not estimate or deal with other elements including:

¢ Riderhip estimates
e Other capital costs including stations and train sets
e Operating costs for the service.
Critics say Intercity and high speed rail is too expensive and a waste of resources.

They couldn’t be more wrong.

Again, in the right places, such as along the Northeast Corridor, the Keystone Corridor and other
high density corridors around the nation, an investment in high-speed rail makes tremendous
sense and can give the nation real, workable transportation options for the future,

That’s why President Obama’s decision to commit $8 billion in stimulus funds for high speed
rail and intercity rail improvements is a good move. This investment will set the stage for
ongoing rail improvements across the country.
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But moving in this direction reinforces a point that Governor Rendell has been making all across
the nation in his roles as chairman of the National Governor’s Association and co-founder of the
Rebuilding America Coalition,

The United States needs to address unmet transportation needs. Both transportation funding and
program structure need a good going over in Washington. The United States has fallen far behind
many other developed nations in terms of infrastructure investments — and passenger rail is a
glaring example. Other nations dwarf our rail investment. Germany’s federal government gives
its states nearly $9 billion a year for rail projects. France spends 20 times more per capita on rail
than the U.S.

High speed and intercity rail programs are about connecting high density city areas and doing so
will promote higher levels of sustainability. In Pennsylvania, our population over the last decade
or so has grown by less than 1 percent but our increase in developed land exceeds 50 percent,
We simply must take a different course.

Under President Obama’s leadership, the federal government is reversing a long-standing
attitude against passenger rail investment, So it will be important that the process of distributing
this money be as transparent as possible, We need to ensure we are setting the stage for a
rationale, effective system that will be in place for the long haul.

It is important to note that the federal dollars we are talking about for high speed rail are for
capital — the cost of building these systems. States and cities are going to have to address how
they are willing to pay the cost of operating these systems. In Pennsylvania, we have made those
choices and in this fiscal year, committed $8 million to pay for operating costs on the Keystone
Corridor. These systems can’t pay for themselves. Some tough local and state decisions must be
made to make an intercity/high speed rail a reality.

What makes intercity/high speed rail successful? People want to use transportation systems that
are frequent, reliable, cost affordable, and that are time competitive. Beyond the Keystone
Corridor and Northeast Corridor, Pennsylvania does not currently have passenger rail services
that meet those requirements.
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TESTMONY FOR CHRISTOPHER GLEASON

Establishing the Keystone West Passenger Rail Corridor would link two established technology
centers, Pittsburgh & State College with our state capitol Harrisburg. With few changes to the
present rail infrastructure & combined with the Keystone East passenger rail corridor, Keystone West
would provide our commonweaith’s citizens with a modern, convenient, dependabie, safe &
economical statewide transportation option that would link communities commercially, culturally,
educationaily, medically & economically.

| used the proposal assembled for the Keystone West Association in 2006 as a base, assuming this
time that the project would be accomplished by Amtrak working in cooperation with Norfolk Southern,
PennDOT .and local transit authorities.

The focus continues to be to provide an all-weather route linking Western Pennsylvania
communities, this time extended to include Tyrone and State College.

The proposed route is illustrated in the attached summary sheet. It runs from Pittsburgh to
Tyrone over NS as does Amtrak at present. It then proceeds another 14 miles over the Nittany &
Bald Eagle Railroad to Port Matilda, where the railroad crosses PA Route 322 and the closest
point of approach to State College. Port Matilda is 10 miles from Penn State as the crow flies and
about 12 miles over the road via the newly constructed PA 322/1-99 extension.

The proposal would fully execute three of the four improvements defined in the 2005 PennDOT-
NS Keystone West report (the fourth is east of Tyrone and is only relevant to Tyrone-Harrisburg
trains). NS' consultant indicated that these improvements would allow Amtrak service to increase
to four round-trips to and from Pittsburgh. NS’ concern over having these improvements
complete in advance of passenger service was the crux of the failure of the 2006 Keystone West
initiative.

These improvements alone would be about $100 million and improve NS freight operations to the
Port of Philadelphia as well as benefit passenger service. Adding other track and station
improvements plus rolling stock (four new self-propelled rail cars and two over-the-road
Greyhound-style coaches for the bus link) would bring total capitat costs to nearly $200 mitiion.

The proposed service (also on the summary sheet) would provide four trains a day between
Pittsburgh and Port Matilda, in keeping with the 2005 report. In addition, State Coilege
connections would be provided for passengers to and from the east (Harrisburg, Philadeiphia and
NYC) on Amtrak Trains #42 and #43. .

Amtrak would operate the trains and Centre Area Transit Authority would operate the bus link.
High quality buses with baggage handling capability would meet alf trains and haul riders up the
hilf to PSU.

An all-rail route to State College would add another 27 miles over a circuitous path via Beliefonte,
the last 10 mile of which being particularly arduous. It would require extensive and expensive
upgrades of track and my best estimate is that would add over an hour to the journey. Better (but
no cheaper) to define an ali-rail routing via a new direct alignment into State Cofiege as a “later
phase” of the project.

The proposed service east would provide four trains a day between Harrisburg, Huntington,
Lewistown & Port Matilda/State College.

Transit Authorities along the system would be willing partners by providing scheduled bus service
to fit the trains schedule. They would also offer online seamless ticketing to our citizens.

We're confident that increased service and ridership would ead to the economic development
around renovated community train stations.
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Keystone West & Keystone East would be combined into the KEYSTONE statewide passenger
rail system that would link with Amtrak’s NE Corridor system in Philadelphia giving all our citizens
access to service Boston, NYC, Wilmington, Baitimore and Washington, DC. This would give
Pennsyivania one of the finest passenger rail systems in the nation. In addition, providing
increased egress & access to our communities would assist us in reinventing & growing Pa’s 21%
century economy.
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President and CEO of MAGLEYV, Inc.
June 22, 2009

Congressman Altmire, Ranking Member Shuster, Committee members and ladies
and gentleman, I am delighted to have the opportunity to testify this morning before this
Sub-committee hearing on Expanding Passenger Rail Service. I particularly want to
focus on high-speed maglev technology and initiating true high-speed intercity passenger
rail service and its potential economic impact. I am the President and CEO of MAGLEYV,
Inc., a company that is vitally concerned with the future developments in both
transportation and job creation and is the private partner, with PENNDOT, in the
Pennsylvania High-Speed Maglev Project.

High-speed maglev offers an unprecedented opportunity to establish long-term,
high-speed intercity rail service and it can do so without the need for an annual operating
subsidy. Pittsburgh, at the core of this ultimate multi-state, intercity operation, is located
within a five hundred mile radius of one-half the population of the United States, or
directly in the heart of the five-hundred mile range, referred to by FRA as the “sweet
spot” or optimum range for applying the technology.

It is truly high-speed, cruising at speeds up to 310 mph; it is green technology; it
is energy efficient transportation; it offers substantial timesavings and quality of life
enhancements to travelers and it is self-sustainable once built. With a minimal amount of
required maintenance, it has a projected 80-year life cycle.

The Pennsylvania High-Speed Maglev Project utilizes a fully developed, high-
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speed train system that has been developed and continually improved by Transrapid
International for over thirty years at its facilities in Germany. It has been operational in
Shanghai, China since April 2004 where its on-time performance is 99.8% within one
minute of schedule. It is the high-speed system most frequently referred to by President
Obama and Vice President Biden.

The proposed 54-mile long project will provide extremely reliable service while
reducing travel times by as much as thirty minutes per segment between stations during
rush hours and other congested periods and in all weather conditions. It will reduce
highway congestion and the related emission of NOX fumes in an area identified by the
EPA as having a high level of particulates.

The Pennsylvania Project will demonstrate the technology’s capabilities and
adaptability throughout the entire United States based on the region’s rugged terrain,
100+ degree temperature variation across the seasons and its ability to enter easily into a
compact and densely populated urban area.

It will provide immediate and direct access to the airport ticket counter area via
escalators and elevators. It will provide full, direct intermodal access between buses,
auto, and light rail systems and enter the heart of a major city with an unprecedented low-
impact on existing structures (less than four per mile).

High-speed maglev requires a grade-separated guideway. In Pittsburgh, it will be
entirely elevated except at the stations. Capital costs of high-speed maglev are
competitivé to those of grade separated steel-wheel-on rail systems and to four-lane
super-highways. However, because maglev transportation has no moving parts and is

elevated above the guideway during operation, it has almost no wear and virtually no



59

need for alignment maintenance. This allows it to operate nearly twenty-four hours per
day and lowers its operation and maintenance costs to approximately one-half those of a
steel-wheel system.

MAGLEYV, Inc. is pleased to report that the project’s Final Environmental Impact
Statement is ready to be published in the Federal Register. The Pennsylvania Project is
the only high-speed maglev project to have completed its environmental impact
statement.

In May 2009, Transrapid International, the developer of the technology,
completed certification of the ninth version (TR-09) of this advanced vehicle design that
incorporates the most recent refinements in the system technology. MAGLEV, Inc. has
maintained a very close working relationship with Transrapid International and is
currently in the process of implementing a technology transfer agreement to assure that
the entire vehicle and system controls are manufactured in the United States, as well as
the guideway.

MAGLEV, Inc.’s many years of working with the Transrapid International system
has enabled it to develop a detailed cost analysis, which has been verified by independent

cost studies.

Sustainability

Under TEA-21 and SAFETEA-LU, the federal High-Speed Maglev Deployment
Program required all maglev projects to be financially self-sustaining following
construction. As opposed to steel-wheel-on-rail systems, high-speed maglev requires no

routine or recurring track adjustment (nor would it be operationally acceptable) to
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maintain high-speed maglev service. Steel-wheel-on-rail operations require intensive
track maintenance to sustain proper gauge, elevation, cross level and other track
standards that become more stringent with increased operating speeds. Maintaining
these stringent standards is further compromised when the track is shared with heavy
freight operations, a phenomenon that applies strong geometric forces to the rails and
causes a shift in their alignment, necessitating constant correction. The absence of a
similar maintenance requirement for high-speed maglev is based on the fact that there is
no unintended shift or movement in the guideway. The end result is that no annual
operations and/or maintenance subsidy would be required to support the operation of the
high-speed maglev system. This is unprecedented for any transportation system
worldwide. The fact that high-speed maglev has no moving parts and does not touch the
guideway during operation results in very low O&M costs and enables the project to be
self-sustaining.

The following projected revenue and cost information contained herein is from
the project’s completed Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) as required under
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Capital cost estimates for the
Environmentally Preferred Build Alternative were prepared by MAGLEV, Inc., and are
based on engineering plans, profiles and other engineering details and the use of the
PENNDOT Bulletin 50-Construction Cost Catalog and other information for unit
construction cost estimates. Cost information supplied by Transrapid International
(dgvelopers of the maglev system) was also used in the development of the maglev

system cost elements and operating and maintenance (O&M) costs.
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Since no high-speed maglev project has been implemented in-the U.S., a
consulting group retained by the public sponsors conducted an independent cost/risk
assessment study in 2003. Based on MAGLEV, Inc.’s target construction schedule for
the entire 54-mile project (including contingencies and using conventional construction
techniques), the cost study results were within 10% of the presented project cost.

Two investment grade ridership studies, with a Federal Railroad Administration
appointed peer review panel of national experts, form the basis of these revenue
calculations. While the fare structure has not been finalized, and further revenue
optimization will be studied, a fare structure of $5.00 between each station with 10-
minute peak frequency of service intervals was used in the DEIS to provide an estimate
of fare-based revenues.

Some passenger trips will comprise travel on more than one segment of the 54-
mile route, thereby resulting in “passenger links”, which represents the average number
of segments traveled by each passenger in terms of route segments. Passengér link
ridership differs slightly from total passenger trips, with each passenger trip averaging 1.2
to 1.3 links. Each link volume, plus special event trips, was multiplied by the $5.00
segment fare and then by an annual multiplier of 300 days of normal usage to produce the
annual revenue estimate.

The forecast for the annual fare box revenue for the initial operation from the
Pittsburgh Airport to downtown is $19,731,000. Additional non-fare box revenue
accruing from advertising, extended parking, power and communications, naming rights,

light freight, joint station development and other revenue sources is projected at
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$10,489,000 annually, for a combined total revenue forecast of $30,220,000 for the
airport to downtown segment.

The annual O&M expenses for this initial segment were calculated to be
$16,680,000. The basis for estimating O&M costs includes input from the technology
supplier, Transrapid International, and staffing plans developed by MAGLEV, Inc. The
O&M costs include maintenance of right-of-way, maintenance of vehicles, equipment
and all guideway related infrastructure, labor for transportation of passengers and freight
services, energy and utility supply, insurance and general administration expenses.

These projections provide an annual positive operating cash flow balance of
$13,540,000 for the initial year of operations. An Operating Pro Forma Cash Flow
Schedule highlighting operating revenues, costs, debt service and maintenance reserve
fund balances for the entire 54-mile project over a thirty-five year operating schedule was
developed.

A Major Maintenance Reserve Fund is planned to be created from the surplus
revenues generated by the project after O&M costs and debt service payments are
covered. The reserve fund is designed to support vehicle replacements and major
infrastructure reinvestment capital after twenty years of service. However, if the initial
segment(s) is/are funded through the current high-speed section of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act at a higher level federal funding, there should
correspondingly be no debt service component.

Again, the Pennsylvania High-Speed Maglev Project offers an unprecedented
opportunity to establish long-term high-speed rail service without the need for an annual

operating subsidy.
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Precision Fabrication

Construction of high-speed maglev initiates an important associated economic
spin-off technology that offers additional long-term job creation. The precision
manufacturing of large steel structures, such as required in the fabrication of high-speed
maglev guideway, is vital to the performance and operation of the high-speed system.
Guideway beams must be within five millimeters of deviation throughout a 204 foot-long
beam, depending on the specific location on the guideway beam, to produce a product
acceptable for high-speed maglev operations.

Heretofore, such precise fabrication of large welded components has generally
been considered a liability because of the difficulty in controlling the welding process.
However, MAGLEYV, Inc is developing and demonstrating a fabrication methodology
that not only addresses fabrication issues, but does so at reduced costs. These newly
developed precision fabricating methods, with cost-reduction and quality benefits, will
create new opportunities for the steel industry, shipbuilding, highway bridge and access-
ramp construction and any other large-scale metal fabrication application

When applied to bridge component construction or rejuvenation, the benefits of
precision fabrication will manifest themselves in the lower costs in direct fabrication and
in reduced rework. This will make the tax funds dedicated to bridge construction go
further. If we consider that the National Bridge Inventory statistics that more than 30
percent of all bridges in the United States are deficient in some way it is easy to see that
even small cost reductions in fabrication can make a significant impact on projects
funded by tax dollars. Our nation’s fabrication industry will produce product less

expensively with higher quality and product that is faster to market.
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Job Stimulation from Building High-Speed Maglev

Building high-speed maglev will be a long-term economic generator for our
nation. The raw materials, fabrication expertise and construction requirements to build
high-speed maglev by themselves would provide an economic stimulus of significant
magnitude.

The system will use American-made steel guideway. At a prior T&I Railroad
Sub-committee hearing, a former US Steel executive was asked what impéct high-speed
maglev would have on the nation’s steel industry. He said that if this nation builds only
200 miles of high-speed maglev ﬁer year, it would require the total output of the Gary,
Indiana plate mill just to provide the steel for maglev. It would require a 12.5% increase
in the demand on the nation’s total steel plate production.

Pennsylvania Transportation Secretary Al Biehler has identified job creation
potential from transportation projects of 30,000 jobs of all types for every $1 billion of

transportation construction funds.

Raw Material Usage

The following list shows some of the raw material usage associated with the
construction of the 54-mile long Pennsylvania Project:

* 330,000 tons of plate steel
e 140,000 tons of steel reinforcing bar
¢ 41,000 tons of magnetic steel laminates

® 1,400 miles of aluminum conducting wire of % in diameter

712,000 cubic yards of concrete
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The vehicles will also require sheet aluminum, coppet, steel and various non-
metallics in the body structure.

The transportation power, signal, and communication and control system will
require power transformers, computers and control electronics. The stations and support
buildings themselves will require all the assorted materials that compose modermn

buildings.

Linking Cities through Travel Time Reduction

Another concern impacting the growth of commerce in our region and in the
United States is the increasing travel delays associated with congestion on the nation’s
highways and at its airports. Almost every day reports of road rage, and more
increasingly, air rage are broadcast to us over the media emphasizing the growing
frustration of travelers. Statistics on lost productivity from travel delays show the growth
of the problem. The cities and regions that provide a mechanism for capturing that lost
time will place themselves in a significant position to reap the tremendous economic
benefits that will result.

High-speed maglev offers a means and opportunity to capture some of this lost
travel time. As an example, the current highway travel time between downtown
Philadelphia and downtown Pittsburgh requires about six hours. Traveling that distance
by air with consideration of time delays at each airport makes that travel time average
three hours. Since all maglev stations will be off line, traveling the same distance by
high-speed maglev on an express run bypassing intermediate locations would require

slightly less than two hours, even with stops at intermediate locations.

10
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High-speed maglev offers an excellent return on public investment with the
creation of 60,000 direct and indirect jobs for construction of the initial segment. It offers
the ability to create an entirely new industry in Pennsylvania while delivering the most
advanced intercity ground transpc;rtation system in the world. MAGLEV, Inc. has
developed a precision fabricating system with computer-integrated technologies that were
designed and developed to drive down the cost of building the system’s guideway. This
advanced technology is also applicable to bridge construction, ship building and other
large-scale metal fabricating uses.

The Obama-Biden Administration’s emphasis on high-speed passenger rail
represents a major policy change for transportation in the United States. However, this
transformation cannot take place overnight. We recognize the need for incremental
improvement in rail passenger service throughout the United States, primarily through
improvements in service provided by Amtrak in rights-of-way shared with freight
service. But we must also begin to deploy true high-speed service were it will ultimately
be part of a broader national network of high-speed service.

The Pennsylvania High-Speed Maglev Project is the only high-speed project that
is ready for construction in the near term. We have all seen President Obama and Vice-
President Biden repeatedly refer to the high-speed maglev train in Shanghai, China.
Well, this is that same train and it is ready to be built right here in the U.S. and, if funded,

can be completed within the next 2 1/2 years.

11
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Thank you very much for holding this hearing, and for the opportunity to testify. The National
Association of Railroad Passengers has worked since 1967 for more and better passenger trains in the
U.S. The Association is the largest citizen-based advocacy organization for train and rail transit
passengers. Our mission; “A modem, customer-focused national passenger train network that provides
a travel choice Americans want.”

I was raised in Pittsburgh and have lived here most of my life. Ihave been fortunate enough to have
opportunity to travel, so I am familiar with the travel choices available to us here in western
Pennsylvania and the options available in other places.

For 180 years, the Pittsburgh region has been blessed to be part of major land routes to move people
and goods quickly and safely to and from the nation's east coast ports and the heart of the nation. One
consequence has been that western Pennsylvania had access to inexpensive and reliable transportation,
making it an attractive area for businesses and families. Unfortunately, transportation options are
narrowing for the region. We still have the Pennsylvania turnpike providing good access to
Philadelphia in the east and Cleveland and Chicago in the west for travel by car, bus or truck.
However, airline service at Pittsburgh is much more limited than it was ten years ago. The Greater
Pittsburgh airport is no longer a hub and direct service is available to only a few cities. Even
Harrisburg no longer has any direct service from Pittsburgh.

Western Pennsylvania also is underserved by passenger trains, both in comparison to the heyday of
passenger rail, but also to what was available fifteen years ago, Just two routes serve western
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Pennsylvania, each with a single daily round-trip: the Washington-Chicago Capitol Limited with stops
at Pittsburgh and Connelisville and the New York-Pittsburgh Pennsylvanian along the historic
Pennsylvania Railroad with stops at Lewistown, Huntingdon, Tyrone, Altoona, Johnstown, Latrobe,
Greensburg and Pittsburgh.

The inadequacy of service in western Pennsylvania is apparent not just to Pennsylvanians but would be
highlighted in any nationwide analysis of Amtrak. Twice within the past 15 years, Amtrak has cut
Harrisburg-Pittsburgh service frequency from two round-trips to one. When Amtrak announced its
major round of service cuts in 1996 (the first time Pittsburgh-New York service ever went down to once
a day), Don Phillips, then with The Washington Post and perhaps the nation’s leading rail and aviation
reporter, expressed astonishment at de facto elimination of through service along the route of the
Broadway Limited. NARP members well beyond Pennsylvania shared this view.

Although David Gunn has received much well-earned praise for his overall effort to restore Amtrak’s
credibility and the condition of its infrastructure and rolling stock, we strongly disagreed with his
decision—taken in response to frustration over the express freight initiative—to completely exit the
mail business as well, a business that had always been profitable for Amtrak. We have periodically
urged Amtrak to restore that source of revenue, important because of its direct association with train
operations and the ability to expand them.

The “kill-mail” decision was the basis on which Amtrak justified the 2005 service reduction, which
eliminated schedule choice in western Pennsylvania and ended through service between Chicago and
all Pennsylvania points except Pittsburgh. Travelers going by train between most Pennsylvania stations
and all points west of Pittsburgh must endure a layover in Pittsburgh at times when options for
diversion are not the best. The layover is about four hours westbound but can be longer if the
connecting train is late. Eastbound, the scheduled layover is just over two hours except on Sunday
when it is just over eight hours. Nonetheless, Pennsylvanian ridership in Fiscal 2008 was up 12% from
the year before. For the first eight months of Fiscal 2009 (October-May), ridership was up 1% ata
time when most intercity travel (including on many Amtrak short-distance trains) was down.

An obvious first step to improving western Pennsylvania service would be to restore roughly the New
York-Pittsburgh-Chicago train that was dropped. The existing Pennsylvanian then could be
rescheduled to give communities along the New York-Pittsburgh segment two attractively spaced daily
departure times. This added train would be a major step forward even if—-as with the service when it
was dropped in 2005-—the train ran without sleeping cars or sit-down meal service. This is within
Amirak’s ability in terms of fleet size, if not operating grant.

To add more than a few New York-Pittsburgh frequencies would require major infrastructure
improvements, Amtrak’s Harrisburg-Pittsburgh route is owned by Norfolk Southern and has heavy
freight traffic. A public-private partnership is needed to provide extra capacity on this line, which
would allow for the operation of higher-speed passenger trains without compromising this crucial
freight link. The railroad was originally built with three and four tracks, but has since been reduced to
two as operators sought to cut maintenance costs. Third and fourth tracks should be rebuilt, a task
made easier by the fact that the grade and roadbed is still intact. Afterwards, investment in
electrification should be seriously considered, as this would allow even higher speeds, contain
emissions at the power plant, and reduce fossil fuel use. Henry Posner III expanded on this in his May
10 Pittsburgh Post-Gazette op ed column, “The Obama rail challenge - I think we can.”

2.
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If the train was a real option for more passengers, all travelers would benefit from the more efficient
use of existing infrastructure. Air traffic gridlock would be eased, providing rippling benefits across
the Eastern seaboard. More cars would be taken off the road, easing traffic slowdowns and lowering
road maintenance costs. Rail passengers would enjoy a more economical, comfortable, hassle-free and
scenic way to travel. Downtowns along the route would be revitalized by residential and commercial
development around stations. Many jobs would be created in the process. Moreover, everybody would
breathe a little easier and we would be one step closer to meeting our obligations to cut emissions of
climate-altering gases.

Failure to restore frequent, attractive rail passenger service to western Pennsylvania would deny the
region an opportunity to take advantage of exciting developments elsewhere. Pennsylvania has
invested a significant amount of money to provide frequent, fast rail service between Harrisburg and
New York. To the west, Ohio is working on a plan to provide attractive rail service to connect its major
cities. Indeed, Pittsburgh-Cleveland was one of four Ohio passenger train routes approved May 21 by
Ohio Rail Development Commission members for inclusion in a $7 million Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement.

It is imperative that western Pennsylvania have rail service that allows our residents to take advantage
of these developments. As we leamed last summer, passenger trains have great advantages over air and
automobile, If service is not improved in western Pennsylvania, the region will be at a disadvantage
compared with other areas where rail passenger service is being significantly improved.

Finally, I must echo the concerns of others about the need for capacity expansion at New York’s
Pennsylvania Station, since New York City is a major hub and the logical terminus for additional
Pittsburgh-east trains. Based on plans concluded before President Obama’s “game-changing”
commitment to passenger trains, New Jersey Transit is proceeding with a $9 billion project to build
two, new Hudson River tunnels which will not go to New York's Penn Station. Amtrak has stated that
this will result in need for another tunnel—{ifth under the Hudson and third to Penn Station—earlier
than would otherwise have been necessary. The planning need is to get the tunnel into service by 2025.
However, strong public pressure to speed that timetable could result either from a major service outage
in the existing, century-old tunnels (which would paralyze all Amtrak and half of NJT train service
between New York and New Jersey) or from growth in passenger traffic that exceeds current
expectations.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify, I will do my best to answer any questions you might
have.

3.
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Good morning, and thank you very much for the opportunity to testify before your Committee
today. My name is Ray Lang, and I am the Senior Director for Government Affairs at Amtrak; [
have been with Amtrak for fourteen years, and1 manage our outreach and liaison program for all
states and local governments. ‘As you know, recent legislation such as the Passenger Rail
Investment and Improvement Act (or “PRIIA”) and the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act (or “ARRA”) have established a number of very specific requirements for studies of
potential service imprc;vements, as well as a grant program that is meant to fund partnerships

between states and Amtrak for the same purpose.

Amtrak and Pennsylvania have a significant and enduring partnership that spans the entire 38
year history of Amtrak. We operate approximately 120 d’aily trains through Pennsylvania. We
employ 2,539 Pennsylvania residents, and the company spent $110 million for goods and
services in Pennsylvania last year. As Pennsylvania was the Keystone State of the colonies, it
has now become the keystone of Amtrak’s busy Northeast Corridor service. This partnership Ha:
provided other states a mode! for the translation of rail service from concept to reality. We have
long enjoyed a strong relationship, and I want to thank Secretary Biehler and Toby Fauver for

the work the state has done in holding up its end of the partnership.

That’s a good foundation for future opportunities in Pennsylvaﬁia, because PRIIA envisions a
strategy built on partnerships. Amtrak and the states will work together to develop short distance
corrido_r services ranging from about 100 to 600 miles in length. One very successful partnership
of the kind the act envisions took place here in Pennsylvania, and that was the restoration of

electrified service to our Keystone Corridor between Philadelphia and Harrisburg. Under the
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leadership of Governor Ed Rendell and Amtrak President David L. Gunn, the state partnered
with Amtrak to invest $145 million; each put up half of the total. We restored the electrification
west of Paoli and improved the track for 110 mph service.- As a result, we were able to offer
faster and more frequent service. The results have been exciting. Ridership grew by 20.1% in
FY 2007 and by 19.8% in FY 2008 - a striking demonstration of the relevance of rail. Higher
speeds and the elimination of the engine change at Philadelphia cut schedule times and made our
trains competitive with airline service. The Keystone Corridor is a major triumph, and it’s a

model we would like to emulate, and potentially, to extend.

I believe this success has influenced the legislation, and Section 224 of PRIIA mandates studies
on the costs and benefits of service on six routes specified in the Act. Two of those studies touch
on existing routes in Western Pennsylvania, and will be of interest in the context of today’s
hearing. One study will examine the Harrisburg to Pittsburéh route, cﬁrrently served by the daily
Pennsy[vanian. The statute requires a report “to determine whether torincrease frequency of
passenger rail service along the route or along segments of the route.” The other requires a study
of the Capitol Limited route between Cumberland, Maryland and Pittsburgh to determine
whether we should reinstate a station stop at Rockwood, Pennsylvania. These reports are due to
the Committee on October 16, 2009. We have solicited proposals for the study, and we expect to

make the award around July 1¥. We are moving forward and expect to meet the deadline.

These are only two of many activities Amtrak will be undertaking this summer. We are
currently going all out on some major development projects, directed by both PRIIA and ARRA,

so it might be useful if | summarize these developments. We are, for example, undertaking 6
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PRIIA-mandated studies of routes and services (2 of which I mentioned previously), and we
have received requests for involvement with 283 projects in 34 states for projects to be funded by
ARRA —though states will now be studying the FRA guidance that came out last week, and

taking a hard look at what they really want.

Last year, when George Bush signed PRIIA into law, it established a Federal capital grant
program for states that wished to develop intercity passenger rail service. When Congress
passed the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act in 2009, that act included $8 billion in
funding for the capital grant program authorized in PRIIA, This legislation is critical to shaping
the continued development of intercity passenger rail. For example, ARRA funds will be
available for individual projects, generally small projects that are expected to provide discrete
levels of benefit to an existing route; they will also be available for ‘corridor programs,” which
will be larger bundles of projects that are expected to provide for improved passenger service
over whole corridors. While PRITA does provide access to capital funding, operating funds are a
state responsibility — so if, for example, the state wishes to pursue an expansion of the Harrisburg
to Pittsburgh service, state operating funding will be a precondition for Federal capital funding.
The freight raifroads will also be central to any discussion — Norfolk Southern, for example, ‘

owns much of the trackage that’s used for our current Harrisburg-Pittsburgh service.

Amtrak is eager to support ARRA applications, and I think as a service provider we’re capable
of supporting a range of visions. Projects could range from startup corridors to expansion of
mature services, with top speeds ranging from. 79 to 110 up to 150 miles per hour. We have the

expertise and we can discuss our experience and the developmental needs of any of these types
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of projects with any interested state — and we are willing and eager to partner for service
development. For this service to work, and for the investments to be attractive, we must be able
to show demonstrable results. These could include such public benefits as decreased congestion,
greater modal share, and significant increases in ridership. Projects that can demonstrate thesé
benefits will be eligible for funding. There are a lot of people 160king to fund projects, but we

will be looking for the ones that confer the serious benefits PRIIA demands.

This is a huge challenge, but for Amtrak, it’s the opportunity of our lifetime. We have a real
chance to pursue some great opportunities for development of useful and economically viable
routes in partnership with the states, and to do so within the context of a public policy that has
done a great deal to “level the playing field” and remove some of the disadvantages under which
rail has traditionally labored. 1 believe we are going to help our country address some very real
needs, and | am pleased and excited to be at Amtrak right now. I look forward to working with
you in the coming months as we move forward, and [ will be happy to answer any questions you

might have.
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Statement By Patrick McMahon, President

Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU) Local 85

Representative Altmire, thank you for the opportunity to testify today on behalf of the
Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU), the largest labor organization representing public
transportation, paratransit, over-the-road, and school bus workers in the United States and
Canada, with more than 185,000 members in over 270 locals throughout 46 states and
nine provinces. My name is Patrick McMahon, President/Business Agent of ATU Local
85, representing the transit workers here in Allegheny County. I also serve as President of
the ATU Pennsylvania Joint Conference Board, representing thousands of workers in
cities across the commonwealth.

Passenger Rail Plays a Critical Role

Without question, passenger rail can play a critical role in our efforts to take more cars
off the road, improve our air quality, and reduce our dependence on foreign oil. The
energy and environmental benefits of transit are significant. Expanding passenger train
options between and into U.S. urban centers would substantially reduce highway
congestion, fuel consumption and greenhouse gas emissions. According to the American
Public Transportation Association (APTA), a single person, commuting alone by car,
who switches a 20-mile round trip commute to existing public transportation, can reduce
his or her annual CO2 emissions by 4,800 pounds per year, equal to a 10% reduction in
all greenhouse gases produced by a typical two-adult, two-car household. As we have
seen over the past several months, the price of gas is once again on the rise and public
transportation riders will obviously be enjoying a significant economic savings. A person
can achieve an average annual savings of more than $8,000 per year by taking public
transportation instead of driving.

However, we have learned from our members across the U.S. and Canada that there is no
“one-size fits all” solution to transportation mobility issues. Transportation planners,
elected officials, transit dependent individuals, transit labor, and leaders from throughout
any particular community must be consulted early and often before any recommendations
move forward in what must be a local decision. Many issues come into play when
considering rail plans: What is the projected ridership? What will be the impact on
current bus service? Are there other alternatives? And of course, what is the estimated
cost of such a rail plan?

The answers to these questions of course depend upon the type of rail system that is
designated for construction. Heavy rail (subway) systems have been very successful in
places such as New York, Chicago, Philadelphia , San Francisco, and Washington, D.C.
Commuter rail (long distance service) has been in place in New York, New Jersey,
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Chicago and other areas for many years, while cities such as Seattle have recently found
success with this type of system.

However, in recent years, light rail transit (above ground, slower moving, relatively short
distance, typically with grade crossings) has been the mode of choice during a time
period when cost is a major factor and so many communities across the U.S. are in line
for federal transit dollars. Salt Lake City, UT, Portland, Oregon and Charlotte, NC are
three shining examples of recent light rail success stories in the past two decades. Light
rail has dramatically changed the way people travel in these cities, making the
communities more “livable.” And at a time when we have all seen our home values
plummet, light rail has been shown to significantly increase the value of real estate built
nearby the transit system.

Western Pennsylvania Transit Issues
So just what is the right choice for Southwestern Pennsylvania?

In Western Pennsylvania, the Port Authority of Allegheny County is by far the region's
largest public transportation system. Our system consists of light rail, bus service and
two incline planes. Incline planes are very unusual and service the Mt. Washington area
of the City. I am certain that if you have ever watched one of the World Champion
Steelers football games or the Stanley Cup champion Penguins hockey games, the
national media has treated you to the spectacular view of our City and the Pittsburgh
inclines traveling up and down Mt. Washington.

Because of the topography in western Pennsylvania, these modes of transportation are all
necessary. As I have previously pointed out, all local providers will have different needs
and one type of service will obviously not fit all. Clearly, where there are flatlands and
no rivers, a system consisting exclusively of heavy rails may be easier to construct and
therefore be the system of choice. But in western Pennsylvania, we need the three modes
which we currently have, and we especially need an expansion of a well-designed light
rail system, as well as additional bus service to augment that light rail system.

Our current light rail commuter system has more than 30 miles of track and work is
nearly completed on an additional 1.2 mile spurline to service the North Shore area of
Pittsburgh. The North Shore is the home of the Pittsburgh Pirates and Pittsburgh Steelers
and the site of the soon-to-be-open Pittsburgh Rivers Casino. The primary area now
being serviced by our light rail system is the South Hills area of Allegheny County.
Interestingly enough, probably our heaviest ridership exists on the light rail system. The
reason is obvious. The light rail system operates on its own right-of-way, and while the
average speed of a light rail system may be less than 20 mph, it is far quicker and
efficient than any automobile traveling the same distances into the City during the daily
commuting hours. In our community, there can be little question that the need for the
expansion of the light rail system to certain areas is more than acute.
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From the City center traveling east and northeast, the main thoroughfares are the Parkway
East and the Route 28 corridor. Anyone living in these areas can tell you without
contradiction that when commuting on the Parkway East and Route 28, it is an agony
without parallel. These areas are the most densely populated areas of Allegheny County.
The only alternate routes for the Parkway East are Fifth and Forbes Avenues. For the
Route 28 corridor, there is no alternative! If you travel out Fifth and/or Forbes Avenues,
you will find tens of thousands of students at Robert Morris College, Duquesne
University, the University of Pittsburgh, Camegie-Mellon University, Carlow College
and Chatham College, as well as the School for the Blind. In addition, the Oakland area
serves as the headquarters for world class medical services and technology provided by
the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center. Anyone familiar with our area knows that
the Oakland area is home to at least seven major hospitals within two miles of each other.
It is the hub for medical treatment, not only for those living in western Pennsylvania, but
also for others throughout our nation.

Further east lies the densely populated areas of Shadyside and the East End. Along the
northern edge of the Allegheny River we find the browned-out towns of Millvale,
Sharpsburg and others. All of those areas, north and east of Pittsburgh, are served
exclusively by only one corridor, and that is the Route 28 corridor, which, by all
accounts, is a traveler's worst nightmare. This roadway has not only been plagued by
more volume in vehicle traffic than it can possibly handle, but landslides and repairs to
Route 28 have become the norm rather than the exception.

In addition to these areas, the other rapidly growing area is the South Side of Pittsburgh
where the once mighty J&L Steel Mill stood and provided the energy for a vibrant
community. On any given night, the streets of the South Side are jammed with people
going to theaters, restaurants and shops.

Anyone from western Pennsylvania is keenly aware that the streets and roads of these
areas are constantly crowded and in desperate need of a efficient light rail system that
will service, enhance and expand the economic development and vitality of our entire
region.

There is no question that a light rail system is necessary to continue our economic
development and energize a viable metropolitan area. While some have suggested that a
heavy rail system may be of some benefit, I believe our experience in that area has been
just the opposite. At one time we had a heavy rail system that serviced both the western
communities through the McKees Rocks, Coraopolis and Aliquippa area, as well as one
servicing the McKeesport ‘area, both of which failed simply because heavy rail is
inadequate to get into those populated areas that need the most service. I believe a light
rail system built either above or under ground or on its own right-of-way is the only way
to keep our region alive and thriving.

As anyone from western Pennsylvania knows, the center City of Pittsburgh is in
desperate need of revitalization and commercial traffic. We have lost department store
after department store, restaurants, shops and other facilities simply because it is too
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difficult to get in and out of the City of Pittsburgh. Bringing tens of thousands of
students and residents from these areas into the City through easy and efficient light trail
transportation is the very shot in the arm which the City of Pittsburgh desperately needs.

In order to service these areas, I advocate that any new light rail system be strategically
integrated with our current system. Currently, we have several downtown Pittsburgh
facilities to which any new development could be connected. In particular, the new
station at Gateway Center, the station at U.S. Steel Tower, and/or our spineline which
stretches to the beginning of the East Busway would make an excellent jumping off point
to extend the system out toward Oakland and the East End through the Fifth/Forbes
Avenues corridor. As I envision this system, our current Millvale ramp would be an ideal
area in which the system could cross the Allegheny River and run northeast along the
Allegheny. Along the northeast side of the Allegheny, there are several railroad beds
which are either abandoned or underused that can serve as the conduit for the light rail
system. These rail beds travel along the Allegheny River and are ideally suited to service
the Route 28 corridor. Extending our light rail system through the Route 28 corridor and
augmenting that service by providing park-n-ride lots and bus services throughout the
various communities that dot this area will provide service not only to the residents of
Allegheny County, but will also allow people from Armstrong, Butler and Westmoreland
Counties to access our City and the North Shore destinations currently being developed
by our new light rail to the North Shore.

In addition, the line that would be running to Oakland should have a spur that would
cross the Monongahela River to Pittsburgh's South Side and connect to the existing South
Side Station and thereby link up the entire light rail system. This integrated combination
will essentially tie the central City business district and the North Shore with the region's
most densely populated areas and stimulate the revitalization of downtown Pittsburgh and
the development of the North Shore,

As previously stated, because of our topography, light rail systems are not necessarily
efficient for all of our areas. Qur current bus system has dedicated busways that serve
portions of the East, North Hills and West Hills areas. Over the years, there has been
much talk about having a light rail system run to the Greater Pittsburgh International
Airport. At one point in time, I would have believed that to be a most important
development for our light rail system. However, because of the issues that exist at the
Pittsburgh Airport with air traffic being at an all time low, the Airport no longer serving
as a hub to any major carrier, it is my opinion that the dedicated busway which currently
services the Greater Pittsburgh International Airport area is sufficient for our current
needs. In addition, while a light rail system running through the center of densely
populated areas will definitely be the driving force in providing efficient transportation to
our area, bus service will be necessary to connect to the light rail system. In western
Pennsylvania, we are surrounded by hills and obstacles which prohibit the expansion of
light rail into certain areas. Therefore, expanded bus service for the entire Allegheny
County, that will connect with the light rail system, is an essential part of the entire
picture.
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Through your efforts and with the financial help which only government can provide, we
can meet the transportation challenge of western Pennsylvania and keep our area as one
of the world’s most livable places.

Operating Assistance is Needed

Congressman, no matter what mode is ultimately chosen by our community, I would be
remiss if I did not mention a critical issue facing the transit industry as a whole, and
especially here in Allegheny County. In all my years involved here at the Port Authority,
I have never witnessed such extraordinary circumstances as we are seeing today.

Record high gas prices in 2008 caused millions of people to try public transportation, and
it is now apparent that the price of oil is once again on the rise despite the fact that many
transit systems continue to report capacity issues. Ridership is at a fifty-year high. Yet,
ironically, at a time when Americans are leaving their cars at home like never before,
public transportation systems are being forced to implement painful service cuts and fare
increases because of shortages in state and local revenues.

We strongly believe that the federal surface transportation reauthorization bill needs to
not only increase funding for public transit capital projects but also include funding for
operating assistance.

Fare Increases, Service Cuts

All across the nation, transit systems are reluctantly implementing some of the steepest
fare increases in recent history. And as if the fare increases are not enough, the service
cuts may actually be worse. Generally, when routes get cut, transit systems tend to look
towards those with low ridership -- early morning, late night, and weekend service.

People who work non-traditional hours, typically minorities who have no other means of
transportation, are disproportionately affected. The single mom who now gets her kids
up at 4:30 in the morning to catch two buses in time to get her children to daycare and
then herself to work cannot be expected to wait an additional hour for that transfer bus to
arrive, standing in the freezing cold with two kids in tow. But that is exactly what is
happening out there. Our members nationwide have seen it firsthand.

Operating Assistance is Needed

ATU supports the inclusion of H.R. 2746 as part of the reauthorization package. This bill
would provide for increased flexibility in the use of federal transit funds by allowing
transit systems of all sizes to use a percentage of their formula funds for operations.
Under current law, only fransit systems located in urbanized areas under 200,000 in
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population may use their funds for operating purposes. All other areas, including
Pittsburgh, may use their funds only for capital projects.

This bill would eliminate the "cliff” that is reached when the population reaches 200,000
by allowing systems in all areas to use at least a portion of their funds for operations — the
larger the population, the smaller the percentage that would be able to be used for
operating. Here in Alleghany County, a maximum of 30% of transit formula funds could
be used for operating assistance.

Significantly, the bill would encourage state and local governments to invest in transit
through a unique incentive program. The legislation provides for the conditional use of
federal formula funds for operating purposes based on whether non-federal sources of
revenue for a particular transit system increase from one fiscal year to the next. For
example, if the Port Authority receives a five percent increase in state/local investment
compared to the previous year, it would be eligible to use up to five percent of its federal
formula funds for operations (in addition to the 30% discussed above). If this provision
had been in place in 2004, perhaps the Pennsylvania State Legislature would not have
taken several years to come up with a statewide transit bailout.

In summary, this bill would provide transit systems with loeal control of their federal
transit funds, allowing them to preserve critical service and hold down fares during tough
economic times so that working people may be offered quality, affordable public
transportation.

Congressman, thank you for the opportunity to highlight this critical issue in this forum.
As discussed, whether we ultimately choose expanded rail service (light rail, heavy rail or
commuter rail) or efficient bus rapid transit, it will be of no consequence if there is no
funding available to operate that shiny new bus or train.

It makes no sense whatsoever to spend capital money building a system and then have no
money to operate it. Would anyone build a brand new home if they had insufficient
money to pay for the gas, electric, sewage and water bills?

I am pleased to answer any questions.
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TESTIMONY OF
HENRY POSNER 111
CHATRMAN
RAILROAD DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

The recent announcement by the Obama administration about high-speed tail has initiated a frenzy
of speculation as to what this might mean for Pittsburgh, as the proposed western end of the
"Keystone Cottidor." As a Pittsburgh resident active in freight and passenger railroading in both this
country and Europe, I offer the following comments in order to help focus our thinking,

1. This is a major oppottunity fot both rail and Pennsylvania. For the first time in history we have a
ptesident focused on tail as an environmentally friendly, fuel-efficient alternative to congested
highways, fot both freight and passengets.

2. High-speed rail to Pittsburgh will not be maglev, and probably not even a bullet train. Funding is
limited, and realistically speaking the existence of the Allegheny Mountains provides a geographic
constraint not found in France, Japan, Germany and other locations whete truly high-speed rail (150
mph and over) flourishes. What is realistic, however, is 2 mote flexible definition of high-speed rail,
ie. using existing tights of way and making inctemental improvements for speed and capadity. That
this can be accomplished is demonstrated in Sweden, where the often-ovetlooked X-2000 tilt trains
achieve high speeds on the existing lines by taking the curves faster.

3. Thete is exactly one railtoad line west of Harrisburg, that of Norfolk Southern. This is a high-
density freight railtoad, in contrast with the Amtrak-owned high-speed passenger railroad east of
Hatrisburg. To the extent that the Norfolk Southetn line might be used for higher speeds and
increased frequency of passenget service to Pittsburgh, this could be accomplished through a public-
ptivate partnetship that would not compromise the crucial role that this corridor represents for the
national freight network: in most locations what was once a four-track line is now a two or three-
track line, so the tright of way is already there. Ironically, this would mean restoting much of the
capacity that was liquidated in the era of regulation. In those days railroads were considered an
obsolete, dying industry, and their downsizing was patt of our national transportation policy.
Investment in electrification might also be patt of the mix, as the environmental benefits would be
an additional benefit.

4. Because a limited number of cortidors will be funded, and because the Obama initiative is
specifically encouraging regions to compete with each other fot funding, Pennsylvania will need to
get much more serious just to catch up. For example, the Midwest has had a high-speed plan in
place fot yeats based on a Chicago hub and incremental imptovements to existing corridors, thus
positioning them as "shovel-ready" projects. The good news, howevet, is that the Keystone Corridor
lies entirely within the borders of Pennsylvania, and it involves only one tailroad; this makes the
initiative more manageable.

5. Fot the above reasons, the steps needed for extension of the Keystone Corridor to Pittsburgh are,
in sequential order: |
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a. Construct a vision for the corridor tempered by teality, and consider solutions such as tilt trains
given that this is 2 mountainous, heavy freight cotridot.

b. Focus on a public-ptivate partnetship with Notfolk Southern that would not comptromise the
freight business, which is part of a national netwotk generally acknowledged as the world's best.

c. Get setious at the state level, keeping in mind that we are competing with other states much
further along -- and that the curtent reality is only one Amtrak train per day between Pittsburgh and
Harrisburg,

d. Focus on creating transportation, as oppqéed to jobs. Should the economics prove competitive,
the jobs will follow as a natural and sustainable byproduct.

As Western Pennsylvanians, we should insist that our political leadership approach this as an
opportunity that, if pursued with a combination of tealistic expectations, economic discipline and
political will, can in fact compete with other cottidor initiatives.

My grandfather, James T. MacMurdo, was a signal maintainer for the Pennsylvania Railroad in
Blairsville. In the time of the Deptession, he was reassigned to work on extending the electrification
from Philadelphia to Harrisburg, an investment that created jobs in tough times but more
importantly resulted in the infrastructure that setves today as the basis for the revived Keystone
Cotridor east of Hatrisburg,

Interestingly, the ultimate vision was electrification to Pittsburgh; fulfilling this would complete the
vindication of an industry characterized as obsolete and bankrupt by the time I entered it. But this is
more about the future than about history! -
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‘ RAILROAD 500 Greentree Commons TEL: (412) 8280777
n n c DEVELOPMENT 381 Mansfield Avenue ENAL  SDBGRRDC aom
CORPORATION Pittsburgh PA 15220 USA WEBSITE:  www.RRDC.com

June 22, 2009

The Honorable Corrine Brown

Chairwoman

Transpostation Sub ittee on Railroads, Pipelines and Hazardous Materials
U.S. House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure

2336 Raybum House Office Building

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Madam Chairwoman:

1 submit the below as my written testimony in conjunction with the field hearing in Pittsburgh on June 22, 2009. I
appreciate the opportunity to make my opinions part of the record.

Sincerely,

RAILROAD DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Henry Posner 111

Chairman

post-gazette Now
Pitsturyh Postasclie

BUSINESS / OPINION

Commentary: The Obama rail challenge -- | think we can

Sunday, May 10, 2003
By Henry Posner {if

The recent announcement by the Obama administration about high-speed rail has initiated a frenzy of
speculation as to what this might mean for Pittsburgh, as the proposed western end of the "Keystone
Corridor.” As a Pittsburgh resident active in freight and passenger railroading in both this country and
Europe, 1 offer the following comments in order to help focus our thinking.

1. This is a major opporiunity for both rail and Pepnsylvania. For the first time in history we have a
president focused on rail as an environmentally friendly, fuei-efficient altemmative to congested
highways, for both freight and passengers.

2. High-speed rail to Pittsburgh will not be maglev, and probably not even a builet train. Funding is
limited, and realistically speaking the existence of the Allegheny Mountains provides a geographic
constraint not found in France, Japan, Germany and other locations where truly high-speed rail (150
mph and over) flourishes. What is realistic, however, is a more flexible definition of high-speed rail,
i.e. using existing rights of way and making incremental improvements for speed and capacity. That
this can be accomplished is demonstrated in Sweden, where the often-overlooked X-2000 tilt trains
achieve high speeds on the existing lines by taking the curves faster.

MORE >>
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3. There is exactly one railroad line west of Hamrisburg, that of Norfolk Southem. This is a high-density
freight railroad, in contrast with the Amtrak-owned high-speed passenger railroad east of Harrisburg.
To the extent that the Norfolk Southern fine might be used for higher speeds and increased frequency
of passenger service to Pittsburgh, this could be accomplished through a public-private partnership
that would not compromise the cruciai role that this corridor represents for the national freight
network: in most locations what was once a four-track line is now a two or three-track line, so the right
of way is already there. Ironically, this would mean restoring much of the capacity that was liquidated
in the era of regulation. In those days railroads were considered an obsolete, dying industry, and their
downsizing was part of our national transportation policy. Investment in electrification might also be
part of the mix, as the environmental benefits would be an additional benefit.

4. Because a fimited number of corridors will be funded, and because the Obama initiative is specifically
encouraging regions to compete with each other for funding, Pennsylvania will need to get much
more serious just to catch up. For example, the Midwest has had a high-speed plan in place for years
based on a Chicago hub and incremental improvements to existing corridors, thus positioning thern
as "shovel-ready” projects. The good news, however, is that the Keystone Corridor lies entirely within
the borders of Pennsylvania, and it involves only one railroad; this makes the initiative more
manageable.

5. For the above reasons, the steps needed for extension of the Keystone Corridor to Pittsburgh are, in
sequential order:

a. Construct a vision for the corridor tempered by reality, and consider solutions such as tilt trains
given that this is a mountainous, heavy freight corridor.

b. Focus on a public—prfvate partnership with Norfolk Southemn that would not compromise the
freight business, which is part of a national network generally acknowledged as the world's best.

c. Get serious at the state level, keeping in mind that we are competing with other states much
further along ~- and that the current reality is only one Amtrak train per day between Pittsburgh
and Harrisburg.

d. Focus on creating transportation, as opposed to jobs. Should the economics prove competitive,
the jobs will follow as a natural and sustainable byproduct,

As Western Pennsylvanians, we should insist that our'politk;al leadership approach this as an opportunity
that, if pursued with a combination of realistic expectations, economic discipline and political will, can in
fact compete with other corridor initiatives.

My grandfather, James T. MacMurdo, was a signal maintainer for the Pennsylvania Railroad in Blairsville.
In the time of the Depression, he was reassigned to work on extending the electrification from
Philadelphia to Harrisburg, an investment that created jobs in tough times but more importantly resulted in
the infrastructure that serves today as the basis for the revived Keystone Corridor east of Harrisburg.

Interestingly, the ultimate vision was electrification to Pittsburgh; fuffilfing this would complete the
1 vindication of an industry characterized as obsolete and bankrupt by the time 1 entered it. But this is more
about the future than about history!

hitp:/iwww.post-gazette com/pa/09130/968828-432.stm

Henry Posner Hl is chairman of Railroad Development Corporation, www rrdc.com, which invests in and operates
railways worldwide. He can be perceived to be shooting himself in the foot by writing this editorial, as he also serves
as chairmman of the lfowa Interstate Railroad (which is part of the Midwest High Speed Rail Coalition that is competing
for the same funding}, and chaiman of the Steel City Flyer, a business-class express bus service to Harrisburg
(which will be put out of business by high-speed rail). Most recently the govemment of France announced a joint
venture with RDC to revive its carload freight business.
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Good morning, Madame Chair, ranking member Shuster, and the other members of the
Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipelines and Hazardous Materials. My name is Daniel Sieminski and I am
the Associate Vice President for Finance and Business at the Pennsylvania State University. I also have
with me Dr. Teresa Davis, who is Penn State’s Director of Transportation Services.

It is an honor for me to be here to testify on behalf of the Pennsylvania State University in
support of the expansion of passenger rail service in Pennsylvania, particularly to State College in
Centre County. The Pennsylvania State University is very encouraged about the prospect of high speed
rail service coming to the central part of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.

We see many potential benefits of such a high speed rail system to include greater access and
convenience to the region and an alternative and economical means to move people quickly and
efficiently. Recognizing that State College is the home of the Pennsylvania State University’s
University Park campus, we believe it is strategically important to the Commonwealth, as well as the
nation, to include State College in the Pennsylvania Rail Network.

We also can not discount the advantages of high-speed rail to our environment. One of the
University’s strategic goals is environmental stewardship. The University’s vision for environmental
stewardship is aimed at conducting the University’s business in a manner that demonstrates commitment
to and movement toward sustainability practices. One of the goals is to establish environmentally
responsible transportation practices. High-speed rail as a transportation alternative meets that goal.

When considering State College and the surrounding communities from afar, one might ask,
“What is so important about making State College part of the Pennsylvania high speed rail network?”
We believe the following information provides the answer to that question and offers insights regarding
what the future may hold.

There is no doubt that a traditional college education will continue to be of great importance to
society and that centers for excellence in research will continue to be highly valued well into the future.
What is in doubt, however, is how effective we can be in providing a transportation system that serves
the needs of the diverse group of individuals wishing to take advantage of the benefits that Penn State
has to offer.
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The notion of high-speed passenger rail service to State College, Pennsylvania is not a new one.
The first paragraph of a 1985 report entitled, Pennsylvania High Speed Rail Feasibility Study,
(Attachment A), reads:

“A high-speed rail passenger system across Pennsylvania could offer rapid, all-weather travel
between Philadelphia and Pittsburgh but also create tens of thousands of jobs, pump billions of
dollars into the state economy, and spark countless opportunities for real estate development.”

A follow-up report published almost 20 years ago in 1990 and entitled, Pennsylvania High Speed
Intercity Rail Passenger Commission Final Report (Attachment B) further emphasized the importance
of high speed rail service between Pittsburgh and Philadelphia through Harrisburg. Both reports
included trains being routed through State College, suggesting a connection through Central
Pennsylvania would be beneficial.

Although we have not attached a report entitled, Pennsylvania Statewide Passenger Rail Needs
Assessment, which was prepared by the Pennsylvania State Transportation Advisory Committee in
December 2001, we do believe the report should be noted. The Committee conducted regional meetings
in each of the seven regions defined in the Commonwealth. State College was referenced in three of

these meetings regarding passenger rail service. fip://fip.dot.state.pa.us/public/pdf/executivereport.pdf

Going back to 1985, State College has seen great improvements in transportation with the
addition of four- lane highways to Route 322 between Harrisburg and Potters Mills, extensive upgrades
to Route 22 between Pittsburgh and State College, and the construction of Interstate 99 between the
Pennsylvania Turnpike and Interstate 80. Each one of these improvements has improved access and
convenience, and contributed to safer travel.

The University Park Airport has enjoyed continued investment in facilities and services,
http://www statecollegeairport.org/. In the period 1985-2007 University Park Airport experienced a
208% increase in annual passenger enplanements, increasing from 46,709 to 144,160. This is a result of
improving facilities and various improvements in air service. With this volume, University Park
Airport, in 2007, becarme the sixth busiest scheduled service airport in Pennsylvania.

The Centre Area Transportation Authority (CATA) http://www.catabus.com/achistory.htm
provides the third largest bus service in the commonwealth moving over 6.8 million riders last year.
Only Pittsburgh and Philadelphia have larger systems. Although strictly a service provided within the
State College region, we believe this ranking helps demonstrate the importance of public transportation
to those living in State College.

The Pennsylvania State University has focused on providing transportation options over the past
ten years. In 1999, the University changed the campus bus system to a no-fare system to encourage use
of transit on campus and discourage the single occupant vehicle. In a partnership with CATA, the
University implemented a Rideshare program that now boasts over 850 participants and a discounted
mass transit bus pass program currently used by over 750 employees. Additionally, we worked with
CATA to enhance the regional vanpool program resulting in over sixteen vanpools moving employees
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from all directions into State College. Last year, a web-based rideshare program was added to help
students share transportation to and from the University.

Two years ago, in response to requests by both employees and students, the University partnered
with Fullington Bus Company to provide a weekend express bus service to New York City for students,
employees and the community. This service moved over 6,300 people last year reducing single
occupant vehicle congestion on the Commonwealth roadways. This year, due to requests, we will be
providing a trial program for a weekend express bus to Baltimore and Washington D.C..

In cooperation with the Hershey Medical Center we run two shuttle routes per weekday to
transport personnel conducting University business between State College and Hershey. The
participation of our University and community members in these transportation alternatives reflects the
willingness of people to use alternative modes of transportation when available. Therefore, it is
unfortunate that passenger rail service has not yet been added to the list of transportation improvements
to the State College region.

] While State College continues to see improvements in highway systems, airport capacity, and
bus service, the closest high-speed railroad passenger service is in Harrisburg which is more than 90
miles away. In many ways, that 90 mile separation creates a barrier for many people traveling to or
from State College. Although this connection has been discussed in the past, high-speed rail, even for a
portion of the trip, has not been seriously considered as a transportation alternative.

Throughout the Commonwealth, Penn State’s enrollment totaled 92,613 during the Fall 2008
semester, making Penn State one of the largest universities in the nation.

hl;tp://www.budget.psu.edu/FactBook/StudentDmainic/PANonPASwmgg.aspx?YearCode=2008§m

While not all of these students are enrolled at University Park, one must wonder what a University Park
student would say, if high-speed rail was one of the transportation options.

If it’s one of Penn State’s 44,112 students at University Park, he or she might say, “High-speed
rail is an affordable and efficient alternative for my travel between home and University Park for
holidays and special weekends.”

If it’s one of Penn State’s 14,545 out-of-state students at University Park, he or she might
decide, “High-speed rail is the quickest way possible because I don’t have time to waste sitting in
airports or in traffic riding a long distance bus.”

If it’s one of Penn State’s 3,617 international students at University Park, they might conclude,
“High-speed rail provides dependable and reliable transportation to and from any number of major
international airports.”

Penn State is also recognized as one of the major research universities in the nation. In 2006,
Penn State was ranked 13 nationally with Research and Development Expenditures totaling
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$644,182,000. hitp;//www.budget.psu.edu/FactBook/Research2007/Reseexpe.asp In fiscal year 2007-

08, these expenditures grew to $717,244,000.

Penn State Conferences and Institutes hitp://www.outreach.psu.edu/conferences/ boasts a successful
25-year tradition of offering attendees from around the world the highest level of education and training.
By attending any of Penn State’s highly respected conferences, one can expect continued educational
excellence, state-of-the-art facilities, and superior service.

« Nearly 50,000 people attend our conferences and programs each year.
» These conferences are a direct link to the research and services of Penn State’s colleges and

faculty.
» More than 300 conferences and programs are organized by the Department of Conferences and

Institutes annually.

1t is worth noting events hosted by State College such as the National Governor’s Association annual
meeting in July 2000 and the Central Pennsylvania Festival of the Arts, which brings at least 100,000
people to State College each year in July.

Penn State offers summer camps and year-round programs in sports, arts, sciences, adventure,
nature, leadership, and career exploration http://www.outreach.psu.edu/youtl/ at nearly all of the Penn
State locations. Every year more than 220,000 youth from across the country have memorable Penn
State experiences with Penn State faculty, staff, and graduate students who care about helping youth
excel.

No discussion about visitors to Penn State can ignore the excitement of Nittany Lion Football.
Beaver Stadium, the home of Penn State Football, boasts a current capacity of 107,000.
hitp://www.gopsusports.com/facilities/beaver-stadium.html At least six weekends a year, State College
becomes the “3rd largest city” in Pennsylvania when Nittany Lion fans gather for a football weekend
and to watch their team play a Big Ten opponent. Beaver Stadium is noted for being the second largest
football stadium in thekcountry and is often filled to capacity.

Penn State Football was a major spectator sport long before Penn State became a member of the Big
Ten in 1990. The University’s membership in the Big Ten further demonstrates the importance of high-
speed rail service to State College, as one looks beyond the borders of Penasylvania and potential links
to the high-speed rail service expansion in the mid-west.

The economic benefit of students, research, conferences and youth camps, and even Penn State
Football is summarized in a 2008 economic impact analysis performed by Tripp Umbach.

http://econimpact.psu.edu/ The report states,

“Penn State contributes more to the state's economy annually than any other industry. In 2008, the
University generated $8.5 billion in direct and indirect economic impact and an additional $8.7
billion through business services, research commercialization, and the activities of alumni, for a total
of more than $17 billion.”
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Attachment C, entitled “Penn State: Giving Back”, provides a summary of the University’s
economic impact in the Commonwealth. Relative to high-speed rail, one of the economic benefits
mentioned states,

“In 2008, out-of-state visitors to Penn State generated nearly $777 million in the Pennsylvania
economy.”

When we think of State College we know it is much more than the Pennsylvania State University. It
is a vibrant community with a stable economy. Located in the center of Centre County, it is part of the
Centre Region Council of Governments http://www.crcog.net/ , which in addition to the Borough of
State College includes the townships of College, Ferguson, Halfmoon, Harris, and Patton.

Two of the many fine organizations existing in State College include:

1) The Chamber of Business & Industry of Centre County is the largest and most
comprehensive chamber in the county. It is the premier resource for anyone interested in
living, working or doing business in the heart of Pennsylvania. http://www.cbicc.org/ Its
goal is to promote healthy business growth while maintaining the high quality of life in
Centre County. )

2) The Central Pennsylvania Convention & Visitors Bureau (CPCVB) is a nonprofit,
membership-based organization committed to the fundamental principal that convention and
visitor business can be attracted to an area more effectively through "coordinated group
action" www.centralpacvb.org The Convention and Visitors Bureau is the County's single,
most important destination marketing organization, projecting an image for the area into
vatious targeted markets.

We wish to include, as part of the record, letters from the Centre Region Council of
Governments, the Chamber of Business & Industry of Centre County, the Central Pennsylvania
Convention & Visitors Bureau and the Centre Area Transportation Authority. These letters are included
in Attachment D.

In closing, I would, once again, like to thank the Committee for allowing me to testify in support
of bringing high-speed passenger rail service to State College, Pennsylvania. Borrowing a quote from
the 1990 Pennsylvania High Speed Intercity Rail Passenger Commission Final Report, the report stated:

“High-speed rail would be a catalyst for economic growth — growth that would help the state
overcome years of declining investments, jobs, and population, and growth that would help
reduce unemployment to a more desirable level, and provide substantial tax income for the
Commonwealth.”

We believe including State College, Pennsylvania as part of the high-speed passenger rail network is
strategically important to the Commonwealth for the reasons [ have brought to you today.

At this time, I would be pleased to answer any questions you may have.
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with high-speed rall.
For travelers, this service could
slice the nearly 7-hour, 352-mile
jer-train run from Phila-

A high-speed rall p per sys-
tem across Pennsylvania could not
only offer rapid, all-weather trave!
between Philadelphia and Pittsburgh
but also create tens of thousands of
Jobs, pump biillons of dollars into the
state economy, and spark countless
opportunities for real estate devel-
opment.

Such a super-railroad—able to
move millions of riders a year from
city center to city center in safety,
style, and speed—aiso could boost
state tax revenue by hundreds of
miliiong of doliars and position
Pennsyivania to export high-speed
rall technology to other states.

In addition, such a network prob~
ably could generate enough revenue
to pay its operating and maintenance
costs, and perhaps make a contribu-
tion to the capital construction
cost.

These are among the preliminary
findings of a program begun in 1983
for the Pennsylvania High Speed
intercity Rall Passenger Commission
by an engineering joint venture of
Parsons Brinckerhoft Quade &
Douglas, inc., and Gannett Fleming
Transportation Englneers, Inc.

Under most of the options studied,

comfortable tralns would zip along

on approximately hourly schedules.
The trains would ride new pas-
genger-only trackage separate from
existing freight tracks {but in many
locations adjacent and perailel to

them} and free f{rom grade
crossings.
By the year 2000, the study

ostimates, a high-speed rall system
couid carry 4 miillon to 12 miliion
riders a year. The figure couid run
even higher f rait connections
materielize at either and of the
state~-to Atlantlc City, N.J., and to a
proposed multistate Midwest high-
spead network that has been envi-
sioned to link Pittsburgh with
Claveland, Detroit, and Chicago.
Building the ratlroad, an 8- to 12-
year program, could help stabilize
the state's economy at a time when
the natlonal shift to a service society
has forced many smokestack indus-
tries to close their plant gates.
Clearly, Pennsylvania stands at a
crossroads of economic opportunity

delphia to Pittsburgh to as little as:

* 21 hours {express service) for new
magnetic {evitation trains on spe-
clal guideways, or

* 3% hours for advanced high-
speed trains - on steel whoels
following a mostly new align-
meny, or

* 4 hours for a substantially im-
proved steel-wheel sysiem pri-
marily foliowing the existing right-
of-way.

Such a systam woulid give Penn-
sylvania a quality and frequency of
sarvico unknown In America but
widely avallable in Japan and Eu-
rope, where clean trains safely and
routinely whisk between major cltles
at speeds of between 125 mph and
168 mph. It also would help meet a
growing demand for intercity trans-
portation, which is expected to
nearly double by the year 2000,
according to a federal study.

The main line anvisioned by the
Commission’s study would connect
with Amtrak's New York-Washington
Northeast Corridor at 30th Street
Station in Philadeiphia. In Pittsburgh,
the iine could terminate either at
Pennsylvania Station, as Amirak
trains now do, or at Station Square,
the PALE Terminal compiex being
redeveloped as a retali-hotel-
restaurant center, Some of the route
afignments studied closely follow the
former Pennsyivania Rafiroad main
{ine (today owned by Amtrak east of
Harrisburg and by Conrall west of
Harrisburg) for much of the distance,
while others deviate widely from 1. in
all cases studied, however, trains
would serve Paoli, Lancaster, Harris-
burg, Altoona, Johnstown, and
Greensburg. One route realignment
proposal would add State Gollege,
home of Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity and a growing center for technol-
ogy and research,

Highlights of other findings, which
are covered elsewhere in this execu-
tive summary and in detail in the
technical study Itself, are listed
below. Known es Phase 1, this part of
the study !aid a broad framework for
more specific and intenslve exam-
inatlon in Phase 2. Phase 2 will
include a detailed market survey and

a'rlght-of-way inventory. Phase 3 wili

focus on economic daveiopment that
high-speed rail (HSR) could stimu-
fate and on a financing package.
Among other findings, Phase 1
determined that:
¢ Pennsyivania residents and firms
can capture approximately 70 per-
cont of the construction costs {($1.8
bitiion to bulld a 4-hour steel-rail
system, up to $10 billion to buiid a
2%-hour. {trains making all stops}
magnetic  levitation  {maglev}
system).
Pennsylvania resldents and firms
can capture an even greater
share—approximately 80 percent
—of operating expendituras, year
aftel year.
A “multiptier effect" of suc-
cessive rounds of spending might
triple the impact of initiat ex-
penditures.
The doliar veiue of time savings
elone could exceed the capital
costs of an HSR system.
State tax revenues would in-
crease,
New Jobs directly created in
Pennsylvania by HSR cen boost
the Commonwealth’s employment
growth rate by 20 to 68 percent
during the construction period and
by 22 to 35 percent when service
begins, depending on which of the
high-speed rall systems s
chosen.
Existing commuter systems, such
as the Southeastern Pennsyivania
Trensportation Authority (SEPTA)
and Port Authority Transit of
Aillegheny County (PAT) might
gain riders by serving as feeder
service 1o HSR,
Pennsyivania firms couid leap to
the foreiront of a new HSR industry
in the United States, benefiting
from the development of a trained
fabor force, a strengthened base
for an HSR supply industry, and
{nvastments {n the new technology
drawn to Pennsylvania by an
HSR system.
The competitive position of Penn-
sylvanla Industries relative to those
of other states couid be enhanced
by the better transportation HSR
will provide. This definite transpor-
tation advantage and its Intangible
etfect on the state’s Image could
attract new businesses.
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* Tourism could benstil. As tourlsts
are drawn from farther afield by
the improved accessibiity, this
market improvemant might induce
the creation of new tourist atirac-
Hons and better amenities, draw-
ing stiil more tourists in a syner-
glstlc effect. HSR service iiself
could be & tourist atiraction, par-
icularly in the more advanged
forms.

PENNSYLVANIA AND THE
WORLI'S HIGH SPEED RAWL
BYSTEMS

Siate Ferspective. Fonnsylvania
has always been In the vanguard In
the development of fransporiation,
including canals, raliroads, and the
world's’ first fimnited-access super-
highway, the Pennsylvania Turnpike,
which Is a financial success as well as
an efficient transportation faciity,
Some of America’s carlier fast trains
were in Penngylvania—in 1856 the
Agrotrain’s low center of gravity
alfowed § fo traverse the largsly
twisting and mountainous Penn-
sylvania Raiiroad maln Hine al speeds
of wall over 85 mph, reducing the
travel timae between Philadeiphia and
Pitisburgh o 6 hours—an hour less
than the currently scheduled time.
But In Pennsylvania as elsewhere in
the sountry, the years from the 1850s
on have brought comparative neg-
fect of the rail system s national
transporfation  policy~-and  heavy
foderal funding-gravitaled loward
an emphasis on highways end alr-
poris. To remedy the neglect of rall,
boost the state’'s economy, and
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yagain a leading role in transporia-
tion, the Pennsylvania Qeneral
Assembly created the High Speed
intercity Rall Passenger Commission
by Act 144 of 1981 “to investigale,
study and make recommendations
coneerning the need for and estab-
{ishmeni and operation of a high
speed inlercity rall passenger sys-
tem In the Commoenweaith.”

National Trends, The nsed for
HSHR passenger service Is dictated by
transportation growth trends, The
final report of the National Transpor-
tation Policy Study Commission
{1875} estimated that, even if the
population were to stay constantin
the 28-year period from 1975 o
2000, the number of intercily person-
trips could be expected to rise by
some 86 percent, from mors than
18.5 bilffion annually o nearly 286.5
bilion. According fo the study, this
resulls from the following trends:
¢ Expansion of service Indusiries

and white-collar ocoupations will
. cause business fravel to Increase

faster than genaral economic
growth,
» increased affluence and leisure
fime  will  stimulate pleasure
traval

Changing age distributions mean
that thers will be more porsons in
high-travel-potential ags groups,
The trend toward fewer depen-
dents will alfow mors time and dis-
posable income for travel

The nsing relative affluence of
other countries will increass tour-
ism to the United States.

The federal study took special pote
of the absence of an efficient travel

»
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mods for shortdistance Intercily
markets-a nlche H8R might #ilk
Present Inferclty service oifers
Hrpited speed and cost options.
in short-range markels, there
are no substantial high-speed
options—air being refatively
slow due o excessive access
times, and the aulp and bus
being fixed at a maximum uppsr
speed limi of 55 miles per hour,
This market is often indicated as
having potential for high-speed
rail service; howsver, substantial
capital Investment ls roquired.
Whers auto, bus and air speeds
are often Impaired by road and
alrway congestion, rall sarvices
roay gain market share when rail
speeds and service levels begin
io compare favorably with the
other modes.

The World Yiew. Two basic sys-
{ems were selecisd from world
technologios as possible modsis
for Pennsylvania:

* Steeh-wheel-on-steslrall.  These
systems are currently running at
speeds of 125 mph or mors in
France, Greal Britain and Japan—
hundreds of route-mites In each
country. They are fast, comfort-
able, and-particularly those pro-
pelled by slectris powar——produce
iitle wayside sir pollution. For
glectric trains, combustion iakes
place in the power -generating
plart, whera i can be conirolied,
and fus! at the plant can be coal or
hydropower instead of soarce ofl,
The initial Japanese high-spsed
fine, known as the Shinkanser, has
besn running “Bulist Trains” since
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1884~—~at a profit year after year,
Tested ata raximum speed of 188
mph and operaling at about 139
mph, it has sped along for more
than 20 vears withoul a single
{atality or serlous injury to passsn-
gers, making it the safest franspor-
tation system in history. The new
French TGV {irfs grande vitesse or
“very high speed”} trains run sven
faster—168 mph normal  fop
speed; tested {a as high as 236
mph-—again, at a profit for the ink
fal fine. Since 1975, Briish Rall
has operatad “Inter-City 125" ser-
vice with HST (High-Speed Train}
diessel-powered equipment at 125
mph. In addition, British Rail is
running an elestric-powerad train
called APT {Advanced Passenger
Train) with coaches that it enabl-
ing them to round conventional
curves faster than otherwise would

. be comfortable for passengers,

Canada alse has a tilt-body
design, the LRC {Lighi, Rapid,
Gomiortable), in service and un-
dergoing continuing development.
Using AEM-T electric locometives
with Swedish-ficensed technology
and Amflest coaches, Amtrak's
Northeast Corridor intercity ser-
vice runs at a top speed of 120
mph on ceriain stretches.

Maglev. In a magnetic levitalion, or
maglev, system, magnets on the
train interact with conduciors
embedded it a speclat guideway,
propefling the train forward and,
as it gathers speed, lifting it up.
Tha {rain floats from a fragiion of
an inch to a few inches above the
guideway surface itsslf, avoiding
contact noise, vibration, and fric-
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tion. Experimenial magleve are

now running in Japsn and Ger-

many al speeds as high as 250

mph, based on different ap-

proaches, They are tarmed “repul-
slon” and “aitraction” maglevs
respaciively, after the differing
ways in which each country uses
magnets to provids levitation, An

sarly Japaness maglev attained a

world speed resord of 321 mph,

One maglev has entered low-

speed regular servive at the Bir-

mingham Alrport in England. For

Fannsylvania, 250 mph ssems a

reasonable top practical speed-—

avoiding the worst aerodynamic
drag and noise.

The Commission and eventually a
broader group of Pennsylvania
ieaders will fase one fundamentat
distingtion  belwean thess iwo
classes ¢of HSR systems: magley
operates on a different principle
from rall, requires s own guldeways,
and cannol be simply added onipan
existing rail system. Steel-wheel-on-
steelrall technology, on the other
hand, can be developed by stages,
with advanced vehleles running at
iess than iop speeds over ordinary
tracks for a time, or a diese! system
built first and electrified later.

ALTERMNATIVES FOR
PENNSYLVANIA

" Achisving Higher Speeds. Travel
Himas can be cut by using com-
binations of engineering teshniques.
Saveral alternative systems are des-
cribed here, each using an inte-
grated combinelion of track, align-

meri, eperations, and squipment
improvements. Among irack, allgn-
mant, and operations improvemants
considered in the study were:

* Upgradling track {o higher Federal
Raliroad  Administration  (FRA}
classification—may be a require~
meant for higher speed.

Ralsing superslevation (banking
curves more stesplyl--an inex-
pensive way of obtalning highar
speed curves f wask can be
“dedicated” to passenger serv-
ice.

“Designation” of track for pas-
senger service—may avold the
axpense of constructing additional
frackage spacifically designed and
dedicated for passenger service.
Curve straightening—may  avold
the cost and impact of rouie
reatignment, with nearly the same
improvement In spesd capability,
Route reafignment—may be desir-
able In areas where existing rouie
is cireuitous or where sharp ourves
exisl

New alignment—may be tha only
way 1o obiain desired shorter
ip fimes.

Among equipment improvemesnis
considerad in he study were various
combinations of the following:

= Increased power densiy (horse-
power per tonj-—may provide
improved performance al a res-
sonable cost.

Running  with increased cant
deficianoy  {tii-body vehlelas)—
may Increase passenger comfort
and raise speed on cutves, thus
significantly improving  perfor-
mance at a reasonabls cost,

¢ Electrification—though costly be-
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cause of the need for an overhead
catenary, saves {rain welght and
may be the best way o provide the
desirad performance.

Advanced tachnology {maglev)—
though costly and notyet provenin
sommercial operations, 1t is the
only way {o provide ground {rans-
portation imes as fow as 2% hours
{express} betwesn Philadelphia
and Pitisburgh.

Existing Service. Today, Amtrak
cross-stale passenger iralns (the
Broadway Limited and the Fenn-
sylvanian} use Elestro-Mofive
F40PH-type dissel iocomotives to
draw Amfleet and Heritags Flest
cars, The trip Is slow, averaging 47 o
S0 mph, mainly because of track and
route botilenecks and because of the
mixture of freight and passanger
trains on one of the highest tonnage
raliroads in the country. The 352-
mife route has 40 grade crossings,
883 bridges, two tunnels, and 382
curves, ot 1.1 per mile, 8 substantial
proportion. With top speeds of 70
mph on the Conrall line west of
Harrlsburg and 90 mph on the
Amirak line east of Harrisburg, total
{rip time Is a ceiculated 8% hours,
though currently scheduled with
leeway at & hours 55 minules,
Amtrak service on the electrified
Philadelphia-Harrisburg line is more
frequant—nine tralns a day aach
weskday—and runs at a slighily
higher average speed—asaboui 65
mph. These irains use Budd-bult
Mstroliner coachas originally used in
Nartheast Corridor service.

The study focusses on thres pro-
gressively faster——and  costlisre—
syslems, @ach of which usss a
speciftc vehicle ype and route align-
mant. For purposes of the study,
these are Alternatives “C,” “D,* and
“EM {Allernative YA” was existing or
“baseling” service, usad as a point of
comparison only; and Alternative "B”
embraced only minor improvements
1o exlsting service—it was dropped
from further consideration because it
fell too far short of the Commission’s
stated performance goals.)

Cities fo be Servedd. In all alter-
natives, seven population canters
would be served, as required in the
Commission's original Request for
Proposal:  Lancaster, Harrisburg,
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Altoona, Jehnstown, and Greans-
burg, in addition to the terminal citles
of Pittsburgh and Philadelphia. Ser-
vics at Paoli was also examined to
draw on the large suburban ridership
bass of the melropolitan Fhiladei-
phia ares, including the new high-
tech corridor that Is developing
along Route 202 near Pacll. Another
growing bhigh-tech area, Cenire
Gounty, could be served by a routing
through State College {studied under
Alternative D, but also possible
under G or B}

The details of providing commutier
service and Intermediate stops can
be studied later, but it should be
possible {o oparale these services in
coordination with through trains.

Alfernative C-improved Exis-
fing. Aflernative G ts a big step up
from the existing service, and could
well serve as a fransition to aven
higher-speed sarvice later. it rep-
resents the best service that could be
provided on essentially the existing
right-of-way {or one parallel to i}
with dedicated passenger tracks,
fimited curve improvements st
many points, and route realign-
menis at five current boitlenecks,
Listed east to west, these realign-
ments are!

s Susquehanna River reroute: runs
north  from  Rockville, roughly
following Convaif's  Harrisburg-
Buffalo main line and crossing
rivor to Duncannon {saving 8.0
minutes}.

Farguson's Curve east of Newport
stralghtens wide curve along the
Juniata River {2.2 minutes),
Lawisiown to wast of McVeytown:
foliows bass of Blue Mountain on
stralght  alignment {123 min-
utesh.

* Tyrone: setles of curve straight-
enings between Petersburg and
Tyrone {16.3 minutes),
Horseshoe Curve: bypasses the
historic enginesring landmark on a
high viaduct (8.8 minutes).
High-speed locomotivas and cars
wotuld be used, perhaps of tii-body
design; grade crossings and other
obstacles eliminated where possibla;
and speed, comfort, and reliability
much improved. Dlesel or electric
{ocometives coutld ba used {the elec-
tified option was termed Alternative
G—Elgetric): dlesel offers froedom
from the capital expense of elec-
trification, but elactric raing operal-
ing from wayside power offer quicker
arceleration or higher lop speed.
Digeels might be oither the Canadian
LRC {a tik-body train built to North

=
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American standards and used in
Canada since 1982, desirable i sub-
stantlal route curvature Is present) ar
the lghtweight but nontliting British
HET. Several electric trainsets are
candidates In Alternative C—Elec-
ric: the American AEM-7 Jocamotive
with Amileet cars, as used in current
Metroiiner service on the Mortheast
Corridor; an electric version of
Canada's LRC now under develop-
ment; the West German ET 402, ths
ftalian ETR 401 {iit-body); of the
British APT (1lit-body). Top speedsin
this improved existing system would
be 11010 120 mph—nearly as high as
true HSR service—and the trains
sould sustain high speeds through-
aut more of the Irip than at present
for subsiantially improved typleal rip
mes {estimaled at 3 hours 53
minutes; or 3 hours 58 minutes i
electrified—bolh  times  assume
frains stop at ali stations considered
in the study). Many of the im-
provements envisioned in Alterna-
five G ocan be seen as sleps toward
even higher-speed servies, allowing
a smooth transition and the early
inauguraiion of a service much
superior {0 the present standard.

Alternative D—True Bigh Speed
flail. Alternative D represents the
best service possible with advanoced
steal-wheel-on-sieel-rail rolling stock
ang motive power, using essentially
naw right-of-way. { uses & new align-
rment and advanced HER technotogy
modeled afier the French TGV or
Japanese Buliet Traln, but realis-
tically adapted o Pennsylvania to-
pography to avoid excessive con~
struction through tunnels or on struc-
tures. Three tirainsets are candi-
dates:
* Franch TGV {currantly oparating to

as high as 168 mph; the axport ver-

slon intended for the United States
would use synchronous alter-
nating-current traction motors in
place of the direct-current molors
used in France).
s Japanese Series 8961 Bullet Train
{currently oparating al 130 mph
and somewhat more powerful than
others in the Bullst Train serles).
Proposed German interclly Ex-
perimental (C-E} train {expested
1o begin prototype tesiing In
December 1985).
As originally concelved, Alterna-

H
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tive D would not have followed the
existing Amirak/Conrall route as
much &s It does; an anaiysis of the
marginal trlp ime savings, the high
cost, and the large environmenisl
impact of new alignmenis in urban
areas, however, persuaded the sfudy
feam 10 propose using the existing
right-ci~way between FPhiladeiphia
and Harrishurg, betwesn Greens-
burg and Piltsburgh, and in the
vicinity of passenger slations; slse-
where it would be new. Electrically
powered trains would opsrale on
new, passengsr-dedicated trackage
at a lop speed of 160 mph (180 mph
was also analyzed, but grade and
curvature severely limit the marginal
frip Uime savings). Wih six Inter-
mediate stops, the 314-mile routs
would take an estimated 3 hours
16 minutes.

Aliernalive D—S8tale CGollege. An
alternative routing via State College
was examined, the only reafignment
studied for markei reasons rather
than for trip-ime improvement,
Although studied as a varlant of
Altarnative D, placing State College
on an HSR corridor alse could be
done with Alternative C or E.

West of Harrisburg, the line would
follow the Gonrall main line as far as
Mitterstown, where it would diverge,
wnneling through thres moupiaing
before emerging into the Nittany
Vatlley. The route would pass south of
State Gollege and climb over Bald
Eagle Mountialn, Jelning the right-of-
way of the former Conrail Bald Eagle
Branch a few miles west of Pont
Matitda, From there, the slignment
follows the branch untif joining the
main line at Tyrona.

This realignment would add about
§ miles and 10 to 12 minutes to the
running time estimated for Alterna-
tive D. The cost of routing Alternative
D through State College is sstimated
at $77 million above the base cost for
Alternative D, if built as part of Alter-
native ©, H would save aboul ¥
minutes aof running time, Tha cost of
routing Aliernative G through State
College, while not estimated tn
Phase 1, would be substantial. For
Alternative D, the additional market
could boost ridership by as much as
650 o 1,690 passengers a day, of
237,250 to 816,850 riders annually.

98




SNGF TGV Train (France} )

Transrapid 06 Magley Tes! Train {Germany)

Alternative E—Wagnelic Levita-
fion. Alternative E represents the
best service possible with magnatic
levitation, using a totally new right~
of-way, This new very-high-spead
system couid be modeled alter elther
ol two experimantal vehiclss:

s German attraction magley, using a

T-shaped guideway
® Japanese repulsion maglev, using

superconducting colls and a U.

shaped guideway.

A new system of guideway would
be buill within a portion of the exisi-

ing right-of-way between Phija-
delphia and Malvern, and on a new
rightof-way from there west 1o
Pitsburgh. The guideway would
principally be double, but near
stations it would raturn o the existing
right-of-way and becoms singls. A
full double guideway would be
Impractical In narrow rights-of-way
through citfes. Elevating the guide-
way when crossing sensitive areas
such as farmiand would permit son-
tinued use of the surrounding land.
Tunneling and earthwork can be

JNR MLU-00T Magley Test Car (Japan)

minimized because maglev tan
negotiate steepar grades than stegl-
wheel HSR systems {ihe study
assumed use of § pargent grades,
though steepsr gradses are possibie).
Maglev acceleration and maximum
spged are high enough thal route
length (313 miles) becomes a secon-
dary lssue, and straightness of
primary concern, Speeds as high as
250 mph would be practical, provid-
ing an estimated rip time of 2 hours
38 minutes i ali station stops are
made.
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COST ESTIMATES

Cost estimates are shown in the
table. For g system that would handle
& base ridership demand {more con-
servative estimate), the target esti-
mates range from $1.8 billlon for
Alternative C {0 $7.2 billlon for D and
$10.0 billon for E.

BENEFRITS

Transporiation Benefits. HSR
brings shorlar frip imes—as jow as
2% hours end-{o-end for Alternative
E {maglev}. Ridars also benefit from
the greater choice of amival and
departure fimes and the generally
better service than thal available
today. The better the service and the
more advanced the HSR system, the
move riders attracted: Allernative C
is estimated 1o draw an annual base
damand of 4 milion passengers,
Altornative E nearly 6 mitlion.

Time savings are fundamerial
QOver the years, the doflar value of
thaese time savings could equal the
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' Uoperaing
Bas Y

and Malnlenance Cosls -0 system’s capltal costs-—in as fittle as
Base Demar & i

nd, noMitlions e . § : 4.8 years for the lowest-cost Alterna-
¥ tive G or 12.4 years for Alternative D
and maglev {Alternative E), which
sava more thme far mors peaple, but
also ¢ost mare.

Less favorable assumpilons for
ridership demand and for the value
of time require longer payback
periods, from 36.4 years {C} fo 85,7
years (£}, butin afl cases, the vajue of
Hime savings is a benefitio riders that
could nompensaie public support,

98¢

Economic Benelits. Beyond these
transporiation bensfits, HSR would
boost employment, perscaal in-
come, the gross slate product, and
stafe tax revenue,

Unemployment I8 a key issue for
Pennsylvania, as noted in the State
Planning Beard's 1980 Cholcss for
Pennsylvanians:

In Pennsylvania, the Jack of
sufficient jobis is one of the most
savere problems facing us io-
day. During the Iast 10 years, the
Commonwaaith has jost 190,300
manufacturing jobs. ., . Hardest

-hit have been the cities and
towns that once relisd on factory
and service workers for support
of thelr econamic base, Fewer
people with fewer doliars has
meant less business for the retall
establishments and less munici-
pal revenus for the communities
of Pannsylvania,

Thess negative trends have con-
tinued since the 1880 report. H3R
could provida:
® From £8,000 o 282,000 person-
yeara of employment {for Altar-
natives C and E, respeciively), or
7,000 10 24,000 jobs on average for
each year of the construction
petiod,

New permanent employment once
operation  begins—8300  jobs
under Allernative G by iha year
2000; 12,500 jobs under Alterna-
tive E.

increases in the employment
growth rate of from 20 to 88 per-
cent during construction years and
from 23 10 36 percent when service
begins,

Naturally, the more money spent
on the system, the greater the
reiurng, particularly during the con-
struction period {8, 10, or 12 years
for Alternatives C, I, and &, respec-

-
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tivolyl, Most of the monsey spent
would stay In Pennsylvania—70 per-
cent during construction and & con-
tinuing 20 percent afier cperation
begins.

All alternatives provide the state
government with sdditional financial
resources that cold assist In financ-
ing H3R, stemming solely from the
existing tax structure:

* $12 mifion to $41 milllon per yoar
during consiruction

® $13 million 1o $18 million per year
during service, bass ridership
demand--or $18 million to $28
million, high ridership demand.

Thesa addiional tax revenues rep-
resent 1 percent or less of tolal
current state government reventios,
but boost ihe projecied annual
growth rata by as much as 31 per-
cent. Tha additiens could finance
part of the HSR sysiem’s construc-
tion or operation, should the Com-
monwealth decide to make a finan-
clal commitment fo the system,
Costs {0 stale government may
desiine modestly by the reduction in
expenditures for new construction
and for maintenance in other modes
of transportation, and by the reduc-
iion in unsmployment and asso-
clated pubilc costs.

Urban  soonomic  development
could be enhanced and downiown
arees rovitatized, New smployment
ant greater personal income could
ba felt ail along the route. How sach
<ity handies the fostering of deveiop-
ment can make for differences
among the cities, So can sheer size,
The large urban areas have more
heavy construction and rallroad sup-
ply Industries than the smallsr ones
and can caplure largsr percentages
of Pennsylvania’s share of construce
Hion costs: the Philadelphia Standard
Metropolitan Siatistical Area ocan
caplurg 22 percent, Pittsburgh {in-
cluding Greensburg) 28 percent.
During both construction and opera-
tion, the larger general economies
can also absorb mora of the mul-
tipher etfect as new income is spent
in the communily. Proportionally,
however, the smaller urban areas-—
Altoona, Harrisburg, Jehnstown, and
Lancaster—can look for egual or
greater benefits relative fo thelr
smafier overali economies. Each
city's succass will depend on jis own
development policies and  basic




goonomic vitality, buwt H8R ocan

bscome a strateglc spur o growth,
Summing up, sconomic impacts to

Pennsylvania of an HSR corridor

could includa:

@ $145 million to $415 miition of naw,

direst expenditures annually dur-

ing construction

$115 militon to $175 million an-

nually during operation

Total economic impacts over the 8-

o 12-year consiruction period,

including the mulliptler elfects of

successive rounds of spending

{approximately thres times the

size of the direct effects):

- Betwesn $3.8 bilion and $22.7
biflion in tolal expendiures for
goods and services

- Betwsan $1.2 billion and $6.1
blilion in gross stale product

- Between $1.0 billion and $5.2
hiftion in totat personal incame

- Befween 580060 and 292,000
person-years of smployment.

Relative Benelils of Allernatives.
All the alternatives offer benefits, and
in general, the greater the costs, the
greater the benafits, Economic bene-
fits correspond closely 1o costs, but
transportation benefits begin to give
less return per dollar at the highest
ocosts, This behavior is typleal of
transportation projects: each addi-
tfional minute of fime savings costs
more io achieve than the previous
minute.

For predusing fransporiation ben-
efits, Alternatives D and € gensrate
more fotal benelits than Alternative
C, but ai more than proportionately
greater cost. For aconomic benefits,
howsver, all ara approximately
squally efficient in generating bene-
fits from costs.

Return on investment, HSR could
pay for its own operation, Sources of
revenue include both fares and
“other revenues’-—associated busi-
ness enierprises such as package
service; baggage and mall fees;
charter services 10 speclal svents;
auxiliary revenue from station con-
cessions and advertising: and the
rantal of space In sialions. From
these are sublracted the costs of
travel agent commissions, food-
service losses on the wrains, and
advertising. Caloulated this way,
revenues for the Hrst year of opera-
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tion are expected to fall within the
joliowlng ranges:
® Alternative G—$113.92 million to
$289.73 milllon
* Alternative D—8141.77 million to
$322.18 million {or from $153.88
mition to $347.18 million i Stale
Caollege Is added)
* Alternative E—3181.92 million fo
$389.39 miliion
A creative and flaxible sombina-
tion of public and private support
may be workable for HBR. Each
stage in the project has peculiar
features affecting financing and
faxes: the project might evolve in
stages from publie o public-private
ownership and control, drawing on
the spacial tax and financing advan-~
tages of each. Privats investors will
require a direct return on Invesiment
commensurate with the parcelvad
risk In developing the system. Al this
stage In the study it appears that alt
the alternatives would return enough
ravenue fo cover operaling cosis,
with Alternative G providing the
highest internal rats of return on
investment, if capital costs must also
be covered from revenues alone,
private investors might need added

Jnoentives, particularly for the more

expensive and higher-risk  alter-
natives. Such alternatives, with their
greaier {otal public benefits but only
somewhat greater cash revenues,
arg more sultable 1o a public financ-
ing viewpolnt. When such benefits as
amployment  and  supplemantary
economic development are con-
sidered, a stong justification for
public financial support of an HSR
projact could be made.

No new transportation systerm of
this magnitude can be developed
entlrely risk-free. Some unceriainties
must be assoniated with any piece of
now construction on new right-of-
way--which is extensive in Aller-
natives D and E. No system was
considered in this study, however,
that had not proven its technological
feasibility, Alternative C uses essen-
tially iime-lested technology, except
for the carbody it system, Allerna-
tive D also has s significant service
record, but it has a grester imple-
mentation risk than C because H
requires mora new canstruction and
greater care in bullding and main-
talning  track to close tolerances.
Maglev has been proved as a
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functioning principle, but not in high-
speed revenue service,

Particuiarly for maglev, private
investors will require a higher rale of
return than for a riskdree invest.
ment. At present, i appears that only
Alternative G surpasses the rigk-free
rate of § percant, and then only from
ridership above ihe base-demand
vonditions. it therefore seems tikely
hat public pofisy, rather than invest-
ment profitability, will decide the
tevel of support for HSR. As the study
continues, public poflcymakers must
eventually decide whether benpiits
themseives—time savings, greater
aconomic impact—should be max-
imized, as in Alternatives D and E, or
the efficlency of achieving thoss
benefits {Alternative C).

The alternatives so far considered
are only first approaches. Later
stagaes of the study will modify them,
perhaps gaining important financial
advantages. i is likely that vendors
of equipment would offer support
through loan guarantees ns a way of
penetrating a new market and gain-
ing a showcase for thelr equipment,
Adding State College to the route
gould ralse ridership; innovative
finencing can also be expiored,
including such approaches as Florl-
de’s plan for financing transporiation
by allowing private Investors to share
in the profits of land development
spurred by the new travel corridor.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

HSR will be a good neighbor. Rail
in genersal requires only a thin strip of
fand o provide efficlent ransporia-
tion on & large scale. In virivally all
categories—Iand required, energy
consumption, nolse, vibration, air
poliution, and aesthetic intrusion-—

" raiiroads are recognized as poten-

Hally less damaging to the environ-
ment than fresways or airports.

Land Use. For ths Pennsylvania
HSR line, major weilands and state
parks seam, In this preliminary over-
view, ilifte affected by the planned
route, except that Alternative E
crosses one corner of Marsh Creek
State Park in Chester County. Much
of any new right-of-way will neces-
satily cross fracts of farm and forest
that will nead sensitve treatment,
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porhaps including elevated sactions
to allow agriculure on prime lands to
continue  uninterrupted.  Histarical
shies near or within the rall system
itsalf—such as Bockville Bridge,
Horseshoe Curve, and certain sta-
fions, will require particular care.

Neise, Steel-wheel HSR trains are
free from much of the noise of
ordinary rail becauss of smoother
track and efectric propuision. Maglev
areates no wheel/track nolse or vi-
bration once It altaing its Hft-off
spead. Al high speed, all designs
produee asrodynamic sounds thal
sometimes requira nolse conirel, as
has been routinely provided In Japan
wherever the Shinkansen traverses
residential areas,

Health and Safely, The magley
alternative will need special study fo
determine whether magnatic fields
pose any problems to riders or o
prople living nearby——if go, shielding
can be provided, Both the German
and Japanese itost programs are
investigating this lssus. As for safely,
well-maintained and -operated rall
systems have excellent safely
racords {a tenth the fatality rate of
automoblies), and Japan's Shinkan-
san shows that high speed raif can be
astoundlngly safe—20 years without
a iatality or serfous Injury fo pas-
SOngers.

Environmental  Program. While
the environmental impact of any HSR
altornalive Is no! expected o be
severs, Alternative C, which requires
bullding only 50 miles of new route,
would tkely cause less environmen-
tal disruption than D (154 miles of
new route} or E{238 miles). Any proj~
act stretching from one end of the
state to the other will have substan-
fal effects and will requirs early
incorporation of mitigation measures
into the project design. Similar prob-
loms at several sites can be handled
collectively without expensive site-
by-site solutions. In this process, alt
appropriate agencies and groups
would be consulted. Developing &
single programmatic snvironmental
impact statement, supplemented by
she studies as required, can simplily
the gaining of environmantal approv-
als, as compared to attempting
numerous  studies of individual
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spects of the system. Financing the
Jroject  without  federal  support
would mean that for the most par,
only state agencies would have o
approve the project, which could
save approval Hme.

JAPAN AND FRANCE-~
TWE SUCCESS STORIES

Japan and France both run HSR
lines & a profit, Both have extended
thelr systems {0 new fines without
any guaranies of achieving the finan-
cial successes of the first—Franoe in
pursult of a public palicy that insists
on a vigorous passenger rall nete
work, Japan as part of a decen-
{ralization policy to check the steady
gravitation of population to a few
main cities. Japan initlated s first
fing in the densely populated Tokyo-
QOsaka corridor (2,600 persons per
square mile), where rall demand
already exceeded the capacily of the
existing system, but then extended it
o much less densely populated cor-
ridors. France succeeded without
“uch a dense poputation in the Paris-

fon corridor {500 persons per
squarg mile}, and 8 now exiending
sorvice fo even less dense ocor-
ridors.

The HSR concept has succeeded:
the Initial fine of tha Japanese system
has operated profitably and faiality-
free for mere than 20 years. Penn-
sylvania can learn from, these sys-
tems that success Is possible, but
must develep its own specific for.
mula to achieve this goal.

ACTION

The fundamental questions raissd
at this stage of the study and for
which guidance of the Commission s
required to undertake the next phase

are:
¢ Which technology should be given
further study for potential applica-
tion in Pennsylvanla—the varfous
stesl-whasl high spsed rail tech-
nologies, or magnetic lovitation?
if steel-wheel techriology la selec-
ted for further study, should the
focus be on assentiaily existing rall
righis-of-way {Alternative C and
C—Elecirie} or on a largely new
right-of-way such as Allernative
B?

=
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Whatever declsions ara mads wii
alfgct the Commonwealth for many

vious cheolces such as the decision to
build the Pennsylvania Turnpike—a

generations fo come, as have pre- { real success story.
i
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The Pennsynania State
Universiey Litvaries

EUROPA, the latest version of the
Transrapld ternationn! inagley,
was introduced in 1509,

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Magnatic isvitation should ba the
technology of ehoies for a cross-
Pernsylvania high-epeed rail systein.
Advanced steebwhes! lechnology sheuld
ba sonsidensd an altarnative stratagy.

2. The Genaral Assembly should autharize
the first sleps toward implameriation of
high-speed rall. {A sampls of the
consuliants’ supgasisd legisiative
fAnguags s included in o Bnal wpoit,
Dt not &y this sumemary)

3. The Commonwaalth shotlel athorize
negotiations with the Wes! Germian
consorfium, Transrapid international,
soncerning financial Assistance, o
determine the nature and extent &t that
Tinancing and under what Sondifions §
may be extended. This investigation
should deferming whet ihe achut cost of
the canstruction ikely will be; what

* White not & formal recommendation of
the full commission, tiis opinion is held by
a substantial pinomly of s members, and
it reflects one inplomeniitlion strlagy
proposed by the gereral onginesring

proportion of that cost likely will be
covered, or whether sl of § will be
covarad, by the proposett afishor
financial assistonce; andl whiat sources are
avallalile to make up he difference, ¥ any.

4. Althe same time, iSsues thal could not
be covered in this commission's Snal
phase of feasthilily work should ba
acidrassed. Specically, these Inchude a
miora o flert igernent; &l £l
plan, including determinaton of detalls of
the Transrapid propessh, an engneeding
analysis of the Trensvepid proposel; and a
final economic impact assassment.

5. I finaficial assistance iafla 1o maleralize
o permif implementation of state-of-the-art
technology, the Commonwaalth should
consider alternalive stralagles, such ag
hulicing the system in siages or accejling
a lower-oost {with comespondingly lower
perk e and lags dr it auonomic
henafil} echinology.

5%

donsufiant, Although the camimission
cansistently has fevored highar
technologies, 1 has never ruled ouf
pursull of costeffective allematives.
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Hep. Gelstat ta's famous
rendition of @ high smed fredn.

CHAIRMAN'S REPORT

By Representative Rick Galst

Magnstie lsvilation, the first cheice of the
Pennsylvania High Bveed interelly Fail
Passeriger Commission, i “Ting without
wings."

Tovthe 19508, ihs Interstate Highway
System was hyihe oenter of afl
harispodation planaing, The following
dacade gxm;ﬁt the-building of alporis 1o
atiee gt During he 19708, subways and
ool :zam tation systemns bogan to pat
the % of public atiention.

Now, with thé population iy urban
corritars booming, with nereasing el and
highwiy gridiock el etndiormenis
problems, and with ssfely problems in
both mdes, many siales aie sonsidering
creation of high spead rell syslems. These
rangé fror upgraded Amirak servive,
Ulting Wralns and ones eivillar o the

Japansse Bullel iraln and the French TGV
altthe way B 800 mph magnelic Isvilation
SyBlss.

The Pennsyivania High Speed intercity

Curve, with &n arlist's

Hail Passenger Comirission in one of its

rail figld and by 1984, the French TGV
{Very High Spesd) rain was raveling
between Paris and Lyons al 170 mph.

Today, new gpeed records are being
astablished :amm owary month. But thers
fs anuther “raee.” it o compotition
among » dizen Amgdoan sisles fo

determing which will be first to have & high
speed refl systern, The winner
undoubledly will reap many sconomic
benefits, but the olhers will also gain great
2EONOITHE fewsds,

This Exacutive Sumpmary and the full Final
Report gf the Comnsiseion show withowl a
cloubt ihat & high speed rall system would
provids vest ecoromic bensfils to aur
sizie, #s well as o fantasiic naw
anspotiation syslem o bring ogethar
our hwo-fargest cilies, the sisfe capitel and
a niumber of difier oities.

Thds report is based on a $4 miftion four-
yeaareffort by the Cos sion and §s
sligdy tearn. i s probably the Beest and
most accurate such study ever
accomplishad It the United Siales.

The Pennsylvania ridership study, a major
and cerdral part of the projedd, has besn
called “the mosz vigorous-and sccurate
rictarship profaciion so fai” by Planning
Magazing,

The ridership study was perforimed by the
general contractor, Parsans Brinckerholf
Gannell Fleming, s Interesting o note
ihat the Parsosns firn slen macds the study
for the Pennsyivania Turnplis thet
predicgted 1.3 millan vebicles the frst year
The actual count for that first year was 2.4
millien vehicles, We believe the firm was
just as consarvaiive ln el projection for

fa High Spsed Rall,

tast offictal acts voted for magnetic
leviiation lreaglav as e lirsl ohaice,

M%qwehc levitation vehicles are Wed.and
popalied aldng and abiove 4 guidewsay by
a wave of magnetic enwrgy. They actually

¥ ¥

The most prassing need at this fres is for

a stale-authorized ridership study which
will update and rélate the Commigsion's

19@8 hscie:.‘h@ Survey lo the magnetic

are fying, bt becauses Say o e
guideway, Sey seanct “desall” On
December 21, 1978, an unmannsd
Japanase magier vehicle resched 321
mph, andon January 28, 1988, a Bewnan
rriagley with passengdne o boged
reached 258 mph. This was the sams
vehigle thal mgnibers of (e Ponneyivania
comwilssion s bvo yesss sadisr, High
speed il systenis, inclisding wm@%mr e
the safestform of renapodation in the
wori; Biey ave sanath, conforiable,

jable s fast, And speed soifs,

The Japanese wers the first fo prove this.
When they buill the Shinkansen {(Mew
Trunk Line} i in - 1%‘3 #was the &mva&mi
of the P
highway in fis fims, Wil e tfmaﬁﬁg 2

130 Inph, the depantsn “Bullel” proved o
he populer and profiable.

rel

Other countries enterad the high sgeed

2

of Transrapd
m%emﬁmmﬂ.

The Commonwealth should actnow to
form a public-private parinership
authorzed to worlt with Transiaphd
International {of olher iy i order
0 asewe a 218 Contury cross-glate
fransportation systom. §will banefil the
snvirormant, the soonomy, travel salely,
fousisas el B will combeal gridiock.

St Gt




o French TGV trains pass off the Paris-Lyons
route. Mower versions of the TGV travel at 186 mph. ) Bl
Wurzburg. i has reached 252 mph In maz Funa,

EXECUTIVE BUMMARY

iongl Falb

The Transrapid
magley orouses o
fighway Intersection,

The Gorman ICE train, 8 produci of lhe German

125 ms:)h ang 250 mphoor are,
» ey ¥l

““Hhe Pennsylvania High Spead Intercity high s@@w passenger sarvioe,
il Passenger Conimission wag uea{ed = T r&ﬁ&wf Wy wolld B el 04
Ly ol $4d-of 1081 o study he grade i
for bringing highvsoeed rafl servics to tiie. » Frsauen
W@%@éﬁrﬂ&m@ﬁ gh m:sky x"mugmm ma day

corider, and intarmediate siations. The

and

iy to
assess (e nead B demand for High
spibith rall mssongRr senvics;
le and aval
i

%y

A C&e‘sr;, sm@&ksrg, gentally lcated
staticas with adeguele patking.
+ Agommitment o rofiabiity and

o extont

psete of covtruction and opeation;
fnavioing optins; and loos) issues.

Parsens Brinckerholl Quads & Grugiav o™
Philadielphia angd New Yok Clly and i
Gannal Fleming Transponation Englnoers |
Sl Gamg H«%& Pa, s a je%n% vordurg

P8C€ 3o mnmct Ty Esmbmy studaa
STV Einginasrs of Pottstown, Pa., and New
\‘m t}%tys@wad 8% wamgm mmam o

P

Fr travelers, high-speed rail offers safety, |
speed, convenience, frequent departures,

raliabity and ali-weather service. For the
stale’s sconomy, filgh speed rall oftars

> P of
{ha tax bage, realestale dovelopmant
near siations, fon of 8 new

and

I HIGH-SPEED AL

TR PENNSYLVANIA

Pennsyi\{arﬁa is 8 candidals for high-
spegd rall because Bhas twe large clties
qmm 300 miles apart, the lrgur of which
s anchiored into the heawily kaveled
Nortneast Carridos, in bolwsen ao a
ital gty and several significant smalier
s, The tardder lengih s ideal for high-
speed rall. High-spead rall van
ssshully comipete on & sost and time
bagls. The commission ddership
demaric sidios shivl il a passenper
rdrkst axists lo suppost Mgh-speed rail,

Su,em! BRASS Wiy
afl wondd servitie the foliowing
mior ¥ i Grost W wol,

Lanoasisr, Hamisburg, State C{ﬁt«ag&
ancfor Lewistown, Alloona, Jobnstown

and supportfor the slate's mature ralimad-

Squly Incustry. In adidition, high spasd
rail brings broader berolts, siuch ag

envirarimental profeciion, soung ianda“sa

and
anmyzm Neogily 84.2 mmz in s%aia
fodera m
was spanl on the ghay This mw
sunnarizes the wok of PBAF and § W
well as the sonidtilions of mm:h

aolicies rachifly, and 8
messurakie boost n e sleiv’s image ss /
spfese In whith o dive and do business,”
Someef the benefits high spesd il ta
bring ® Pennsyliania are: !

» Qr

West & e and supg §
DEFINITION OF HIGH-SPEED RAIL '\‘

figh speed rall passenger service as
discussed in the sludy mesng:

+ Passenger iraing aperaling al between

late travel time of two to zhme:
hoyrs. ;
= Ag many as 25, (}00 jobs during
wonstrestion, and half that many in the
. N

-
* Rovialization of downlawn arsas, -

Crention of & stete-ol-dha-ar,
grivironmendalily sound mode of
transporiation,

and Gra . Thax sastem b

waul«:i e af Ailral’s 30t Swoe! Blation in
Higdeiphia, which olfers conpgations to

Axsmﬂ(s Northeast Corder and new
Adlantic Clty gervics, sl ioad suburban
senvles, inchiding frains fo Phlladelphia

intersationsl Aot Tha wastars lerminus
wwkﬁ&emmwmmnatmmk
Station Square, connecting with oo
trapgit systéms,

High-speed il cén overcome the
weatharralatad diffoulting of mw@tiﬂﬁ
over the Allaghany Mourieing In winter.
Furiirer, it offtrs @ way for teavel o a:cpand
which ks net pussitie =t rallit-chpged
alrports in Pitaburgh ard Philadielotia.
Fadeial studios show that demand for
fransperiation is noroaging, white the
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options for meeling that dernand are
gm‘vmg snmmm@&y resiriol

Sptomobile hust s readily availabloat a
meﬁ. g i Miceast

Arvong e tasks rsm&mmg are & fingl
assessrient of economi impact; 8
detalled hnencing plen; an shghieering
plan and computer mns ko verify

i Yoy @ maoedass

suppiles High- projecti

spesd mlwould h@?p proseivg mobiige altariative iﬂpﬁm i suggemé i;y a
financial o

FOREIGN INVERTRENT POTENTIAL way et fo mﬁmﬁl 4 rodk B
an

During the course of e feasibility study, . whihe

R Sy SUD ey for

particifarly the Wist Gefman magnetic ﬂﬂd Wﬁ’f finanice a magnatic "

Pt = . o

Pmsbwg}g and datermination of the
ratuse of Transrapid's olier o aeslst in
il T financing,

regacding fon ﬁﬂam for g system

hare, i&w&% and & ;"g&% . FinDmNGs

ponsensus fre needed fo pursus s and. e

other posslisis svenues of loiding. Such s Tha Cardmission finds that:
consensug s sucoseding inother slates;
CatifornisNeovada, Porids, Obio and
Texas argmpving whasd with plans o
vigh-spiesd rall systewns.

internntional, becdims so swe of the
market for maswss fravalin

1. High speed rail technology is dvailable
today.

2. A suffigient market exists in east-west
irave! to warrant Rrtihar pursuit of high

AT THS REPORT DOES NOT coveR (S TR s B

The feasiblity study was nearly tomplated
when the stalff wits lerminated by the
govarnor's finanslal ajde four months prior
{0 the "sunsel” dals. Ths surlalied e
work, Many of the Bndings ae favorsbls o
hxgh -apeed rafl. However, parlicudlady o0
the issues of finansing and oplismm
afigreness; thi shedy was intorbplels, and
addiional pssentlal work was lelt undons.
A falr reading of the proptsals uiimals e
feasihiity cannol bé galnad untll thoss
issues are resolved,

A, High spaed ralt will introduce benaficial
short- and long-tetn sconiomic effects to
the Cominonweaith.

4, The greatest such offect woild be o
new and developrigntal business, the
construclion industry and rejuvenation of
raffroachleted ndusty,

5. Tha gfea?eat benefits woul d come from
the mast Innovative syster, Lo, magnetio
iavitation, clossly folliowed by a mg»

4

SARETY: High speadrall, 14 more than
28 yoars of tperation, Is the only
transporiation meds with & clean salely
record, Le., ne pessengers Injured, no
passetigers kiited. & the heor! of the
gifely systam is the compuler
automatis tialn sontrol

The Gevivian ICE pasding an alder
electrified frain, it s scheduled to go
inte Rl operation In 1899,

parformande siselwheel system such as
the French TGY of West Gaomen 10E.

&, A rrindest upgrading of Amisak service
would oifer sigrifisant aveltime
improvernsnts and may be laast
axpensh, b # provides the least
econorie benellt arong opliohs studied,

7. Unger the condilions existent in 1987,
he projest wwtd z@qmre substantial initial
ir with the ko

a0 propm%naé fo th@ size of the
irfiial investmant,

8, Both West German and French
suppliers have offeved o hislp secure
offshore financial gssistarnce — grants
andfor loans — ko construst thelr high
spesad rail syslems n Pennsylvania.

9. With such ofishora help, the best-case
scanarios {stesl-wheel system at 180 mph
or inaglev at 250 mph) may be financially
feasile now, bered on the record of
pubiic and pdvate financing of high-speed
rail worldwide.

Editor's Note: The passage of federal
fegistation i kate 1888 authorizes High
sperd rall tacdoe bonding authority.
TECHNOLOGY AND OPERATIONS
This siudy considered high-speed frains
thatare opstating in dally commensial
sérvice, ag well 88 experimental last
designs, The cholee of teohnology wil
govern the gualily of servide, capial cost,
the extent of the émzmmweaith‘a
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finanicial support feguired and the ralative
risk and payback. |t also will determine

how mush economic develdpment ooturs.

“he faster the treins, the greats: the
osatronage, and the greater tha impant on
the state’s sconamy.

i High-Speod Hall System Concept

The high-speed rall opeérating concept
anvislons a complels service to the
parking

ﬁrmveien é\mpiﬂ acpass te public

ing o
iachnﬁisgy, he cmss-ame W e could
take from aboul twe hours fo 3 howrs 43
riules, with inpd e TR,

comparsd with gaven howrs loday
Pagsenges frajr-only TAtkage entiances
saxaty spead and on-time refiablily, At
France and Japan, this spproach

e%irmnaﬁes dangeous highway gride

1083, B7 &l
belwsen Pa
syster yields 8 17 percend relurn on
equity after debt service, A flestof
second-generation TaVE will fun ot 186.4
raph an @ new roue from Pars fo the west
of Frante and norh o Brussels and the
English Channel Tunnal.

fiad traing have operated

Under sonstruction is a Hleet of similar
West Genman ICE {infer-City Express}
frains. A prototype B bean tested & 252
mph and the German raliroad has placed
an vrder for proguction (41 Falnsels o wo
incorriotives and 11 cars) 10 sevvios new
high-speed routee &t 185 mph.

The Japaneaé Shinkansen, or Bullsl Traln,~

Is the Worlds first trua high-spead tall  /
systery, f‘avmg wona inlo operation on \
Cotober §, 1984, &l @ commernciyl spesd
of 120 mph soms roules oW operale ot 150
imph. The Rest has carded almest 3 billon

L crossings, @
‘ mx@r)‘emnc@ with siow fraight trains and
| starb-and-alop conwmule? raing, This
| migkas rack maktentnce anehy and
i provides a safety margin by meduding the
{ ehance foreolfislons o dersiiments. i
| ailso allowa stesper grades, redusing the
{ nead for costly funnel excavation. Indead,
| the Transrapld International proposs! has
; no tunoels of il

Hatl Technology
fhe French TGV {res grande vitesse, or
very great spedd) fleet is the world leadér
In exisfing commareial techrology. Since

§ without & singhs tatalily of inury.

Cther high-speed eleckic train types
planned for 140 mph operation or more
are two Halian designs (ETR 450 and ETR
500} and the British "Blecte”. Tralns
Dparaivng of planned o opevate ot 128
mph inchuds the Bdileh disesd Enhaf -City

Nty DorRbugiun ~

Distribution of Gonstruction

Pariod impacts by Industry Sector

Trade ~

Teanspontation

r Services

e Other

Katals

coaches, In which the cars are
fanically bankel thiaugh eurves,

LT the ¥ &mngs‘fect of
<Jerstn’$ugﬁi orop on pReveRgaers. Thus,
roughly ong-third higher spesds can be

mainlained though cunes withouw! castly
rack r&ﬁgﬁrmaﬂ Ralisbiiy-hes baen
eratic for “active” banking systems, in
which motors it the cer bodies, The
Spanish Talgo systern uses gravity to
achleve a “passive” {lling effect, which
has bean in use Iy Bpain and en
intemational outes for noady 20 years.

3 ilﬁféagnesic Levitation Technology

This {echnology vses no wheels or rails,
but a concrete of steel guldeway, sbove
which the vehicls s magneticsily
suspended and comsrad, and along
which it is propolled by a wave of

\ magnetic enurgy. With no wheel-to-rail
contagl, the “magley” vehicle actually les
along the guideway, so thee ks gatential
for greater spesds — 259 lo 300 mph, Mo
maglevs are oparating In revenue servics,
but tests In Wost Sermany and Jepan
have yielded performances st more than
300 mph. And the implementation of a first
magley ine In Germany hes been

125, the Spanish Talge, a
“passive” Hiing-coach s;mem Amdrals
AEM-T losometive-hauied Meotrotner fn the
Northeast Cordor; and the Swadish X2,
an "golive” tiing-body aln.

Banking Mechanisms
Several of these systems use Hliting-body

5

el e G
Parliamant b
Hartover or Essen - &m}

By the

Al the 20-mile Transrapid International test
rack at Emsiand, West Germany, & two-
o&r TR-06 vehicls has tesled 2t 258 mph,
This system uses a T-shapsd 3y
argunid which a part of the vehicle wiaps,
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eliminaling the possibility of de:a’ rent
" ;

IS CONSULTANT'S PROPOSED-ROUTE (HOTH MAGLEV AND STEEL WHEEL)

»
wheed system, morg jobs during

construetion; heavier passenger usagé ‘

upon eompletion. s
« Establishment of s £ ’

osion. Jepanass
he MO0 roagetic vehicls ot 280 mph
on & 4.5mile imek & Miyazakl, Japan. (S0

United States, and extabishmont of an
antiegly pew tschnology as & new
industry In Pennsylveria,

= Would allow axport of specialiized maglev

sty MAGEH

v Ng reverue service system expsrisnine,

+ Nelghboring slelss and Northeast
Costiger not consldering magley as an
alternalivi; Sus, Brough servion is
precludad on bipe such as Phisburgh-
New York or Harrisburg-Atlantic City, N4

« Risks associated with new technology
may pese financing problems in the
s

tachnology to other states, oreating mors
}s?s and apornomic growih,

* Highet Irain speeds {850-300
rathet tian 150-180 mph} which would

s a od 304 mph it induse additionat ridorship.

19725, This systam uses s » ially fower aperating and
guidiayay: the vehicle Is Miad fram the maintenancs cost than steakwhaelans
boliors of the giddeway and repelied from stoel-rall designa.

its sides by tha use of slsclromagnets, i

Forsard miolion is Genisated in the sama
manney Ba with the stimiolive system.

Oihar wahickes, such as the Japan Al
Linns HBSTH3, have operaled refiably in
tow-spead shuttie sasvics, and have bean.
{ested at 197 mph.

Applicabliily to Penssylvanis

Mostof the tsshno,ogms fisted are
suitable for use in the Philadelphia
&Wﬂs&awg@&%@bur@h corriden All maglev
systems wowld require construction of 4 new
guideway for e onti fongth of the soute.

Benefits of Maglev

* Greater srononio impact than stesl-

» The alignment and the construction of
the guideway ean more exaclly adopt i
he termain ponpared with stesl wheet,

v Enviros ally superior fo highwa Qms
a means of handiing Fenepartatien
growil in Pennsybvania.

* The innovative concepi coutd attrdot
' naw-technciony linencing.

* Thia Tranarapid internafionst group has
offered financing for this option.

‘Disudvantages of Magley

+ Operation undsr Pennsylvaria weather
condifions not yel tested.

8

Benofits of Sleel Wheel

« Broad-based proven servive expérience
of stesh-whesl an stecl-rall mode
reduges mplomentation risk and
finanaing risk,

s Would sliow export of bigh-gpeed
techralogy to olher slates, craating
mare fobie and heighlening scenomic
impagt in Pennsylvanis,

* Supports slate's existing rafroad
rranufaciuding and supply industy.

= Compatible with éxisting Northeast rail
sysiemy; aljows through senvice o New
York, Washinglon, Atlantic Clly; also
compatible with high-spesd rall plans of
Ohic, New York, and other stales.

= Makes maximum use of existing rail
rights-afway in Pennsyivania; servias
codld begin as an upgrading of
sonventional service now offered
Phitadsiohia and ¢

= Ervvironmentally superior 1o highways /s
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hout wings, B
foss not fouch
the guldeway ot
any polnt whils

in motion.

TTATION FOUTE (TRANSRAPID INTERNATIONAL) wore w0

& means of handing {(anspsftaﬂ

$16 billion for a double-guideway aystem.
growih in Pennsyivanial

Al & lop speed of 250 mph, this sys
would have aliowed srose-state trip imes
of about two hours, I would alleel the
most passengers and owals the greatest
eoondmic mmact, Tae high oot estimate
and diffieulty of Branclng almost e
ateiy suled oul this appioach, even ﬁmug;h

Potential fo achigve full slectification, full
paration of fralght an ser
vices, il elimination of grade

Dlsadvantages of Stesl-Whasi

Hartisburg-Pittsburgh magley section would
hé 1 hatr 23 minutes, meking fve slops.

The commisslon’s consuftants sstimated
costs, revenues, perfrmance slandards
and ridership based on full ise of sach
technology from hilncelphis o
Psﬁsﬁ\.&:gh However, both tha

E maglev propenents clalmed thal the engt- \ \ g i o ;1 éid
* Some of investment may ba lost f sysiem  sers’ el were for joo iigley and hi
subsatuenty i upgrwéd © smgks?/. ) {high}, and that sealistic costs bassd upon smed stechuhos! systems have
sctual consluction experience shauld be \suggested & S@&QM approach, blending
impact fikely not as far fower, 3 of ! on old and new widle new
intial caplial cost estimaiss weis ‘unabis  onsiruction ts Sompleted, This approach

i ba plvsued dus o & abupt

* Unlikaly 1o malch maglev in speed, termination of funding.

¢ Progpects loss oerlain fof eﬁii‘i"“hﬁd As & rasult, the West (German maglev
state-obthe-art Amerivan NghspedfTe!  consortiom Transrapid International
Industry int Pennsybvariia. ! proposad an incremental, staged plan,

starting with partial sagley service and_

exgaandsng its scope &fm ga\ln‘n@ \

finsncial mrfwsmme zsw Smmecf

OPTIONS FOR PENNSYLVANIA

i
i

From technieal, financial and operating f

standpaints, fheee types of systers ware/ fundling fimitations, ihe commission’s

studiod as o8 for & gt w&m unabie lo provide an

in Pennsylvania. Based on he in it tiils pry .

consultants’ work in Phase 1 sind P%a? The !

i

of the sy, the &3&3:&2011 %mphma@v

voiad o pussus m‘ﬁm p{st‘wie&n ¥ thh
advanced aystoms - & 880 mph magley  nilia ing of ¢ Wit Bervic
sySlem and a 180 mph high-y betwesn s and

steebwhes! sysiem sinifar o ihe Frw:h This plan contiine & singlé-guideway
TEY or Wost German 1CE. frack with wo Rafle pasalng double

\ fracks and ro unpels. Tansripld offisldls
N furlhee have staled that they would assist
iR Proousing offshore public mem p(é\fma
fingncing fo bulld such g sysiem in
Pennsybvania, Bunning Sime for the T

ation 12 Maglev Sarvies

The comrission’s kiltial maglev
nvestigation produced & cost asbimate of

7

lofers an immechsle Inprovement b

[ @isting servios, over what s now the

slowest sagmens, whils containing o state-
siAhe-art oomponsid as well A
disadvaniags s hat § recuiros

D : 0 make 8 tmth

transfer st Hamsbu:g nrdih e mm
£ross-siaie system is bl

Lost of the incremental sysism woult

s bagin with the Transrapid estimate of "3

bitfi on p{u\s e cost of upgrading ste
whes! service botweon Piiladsiphia end
Hamsbur@, whieh must be nvostigated.

Option 2: High-Speed Stocl-Whee! Setvice

This seivica proposal resembles the
French TGY epargtion, with ains ninning
al 160183 mph and laking about # hours
41 roinutes 1o make e oross-siato mn,
The semmission consuliant’s initial vork
prociuned a eapliel cost ssimate of §7
billicn, Thisinfiial Phase 1 stest-wheel cost
sslimats has besn callsd unreelistic in



121

FEEREAE
s

ONTOEY

LAV
T




that it was based on aligriment
assumptions hat used ’rm‘erate grade-
clirabing by as
wnneling. s been ediivized g
consbrentiv (00 Blghl by suppliers, who
heve - frsthand soqueinlence with aotusl
costs of construction. Jn suddion, the
esfimate bas bsen called sxremaly
consarvative — perfiags 25 or 30 percent
Higher than it need be -~ by the

ks, who

suggest that the sepiial costought 1o be
closer 0 35 biflon, The TRV Company
has oifered o provide Falnpeviormance
dats, a8 well 48 asmm;ga o oosls and

p
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wsuld ergoy the advantage of a lower
capital cost and & mueh shioier design
and construstion perled, Cash n’ﬁ%ew. as @
rosult, would bigda fn & mugh shorer s,
While sot as dramatic as the lestive

options, this soncept would roughly halve,
the current Pliladelphia-PiRisburgh rad
travel ma of seven hours.

The corhmiissigh did not have the
opporiunity 1o have its engireering
gonsultants thoroughly examine Big
proposal, The opliun poses safely
vonpemns, sepecialy with 88 roueh of its
track location adiscent o existing kezgh{
!rscks For & elativaly m:)éast oost, ;

08,

The world's first high speed twaln,
tha Jopenese Shinkensen or
“Bullet Tealn," sterled operation 25
years ago [August 25, 1864). t has
a perfect safely record and s &
malor financlal success.

The Té'ansyapid guideway Is banked
af purves, for passenger comfor,

unemployment fo a more deslrable keved,
and provide substantial tax income for the
Commonwsalth,

Construetion Banelits

Al least two-thirds ot the expenditures for
consteiction can bé gainsd by
Fesneyivania Sroe, Diresl expendiures
winuld stimulate Rirther economic activity
through the multiplier effect, Fora 5255
biliion steshwhasl system {Optien 3), the
result {s 8 §6 billon Inoresse In folat
expendiluees during the sbeyesr
construction peried. For the Righ-speed
stegh-whest system, Ogption 2, the §7 biion

éapzia?

Representatives of the French raling- wh&e g for bigher brings i

stock manutacturars siated el they are % W ¢t ‘%iftm ion § "; M&ic@;\g&mﬁm&?@n@gﬁ?
pared o make 25 for such 1 This o ol wnlike thel SYS em, Oplion 1, produces i mﬁ;ff?mn

ma, and stand re:adysa assm in taken in ”‘5 $40 bifion capital ool estimate,

proctilng finanslng muchin the same

Tumpiie Howeavay, ﬁ*sis option licks the
the

mannat a8 the West Geiman

fautar syslems Ansther fong-ens

Option 30 & peed Stasl-Whes e s that e opacaling margin
Service wou id excead e debd servioe

requiremand ty T year 2008, the
Amodest high speed rail steslwheel-on.  ESimated 13 year of

siecl-ral eleciified system could be bullt
for $2.55 bilion. Operating al 128 mph

wih 160 mph ranhing on some simiches,
{his syslem sould ot the seven-holr
Philadlsiphin-Plsburigh bevel s 03 7
hours 43 mimales, A low-cost alignment §

Curmdistive positive cash ow sfter debt
servies vwaind be $14 bilion by the vear
2027, when the bonds weuld be retired.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

design would provids paseenger- Hiah-speed rait would be a galalyst iof
dedicaied track in the axisting Amirak- econontic growih ~— growth that wesld
Cosrall pordshyr with w&y 50 milles of ae(p the siale everdoms yours of declining
refignment ino dway. This r N and
planwould craate & Snﬁ-mﬂs aouis that gromh g mﬁ«d he!p saduce

8

New axpenditures mgan new construction
fobis — & many as 25,000 annually for
maglev, or Option 1; 22000 annually for
Opt»on 2; and 13,000 snnually for Option
3. This will ratse porsonal income by &t
feast §1.38 bilion duing construstion ar
$5.34 biilfon totel over the aperaling R,
for the most modest syshem. Adhvanced
technologies produss 88 biton In
personal inoorme (Option 8, or $9.4 billon

“for Qiption 1, Siate goVesnment tovanues

wotld Inpreaws by $492 mitiion {Option 3)
to $755 millicr {Option 23 o $882 million

. {Option 1) oveg the construction gnd

operating e of the system. Those svenuss
Woultt b derived throughriitiaased income,
saies and other X recaipls.



Polential Range of

Employment Generated
by the High Speesd
Rali Project

Beosuse of ths role ralkoading has played

in the stale’s econosmy, Pennaylvania
alrsady has dorans of rallioad- mpp&y

Projact Year
ke
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Typical Distribution of

Urban Area Employment

Impact for the Construction

and Operating Parlods P

LEGEND
her Altermative 88
Lower Aemative 18

ekl

fefail, hatel, restautant snd offica
W W’:m;\garw e inlrodus!

11T,

irmg that

track spikes (o lncomolives, Euadhuﬂdmg PIETEERON ety cnbe
Lyons, France, adjacent o the high-speed

conteactons could bensfit frem contracls
for sight-of-way grading ahd biidge and
mmsi canstustion

Oparations Benellts

ftwould cost $98 million-annually to

opgrale and maintain a systen under the
teust advanced approach, Option 3. The

Pros
oout is pitiwated 1o b $1085 million for
Opition Fanc $104 milon for Option 1,
mag!ev Serne 88 peresnt of thate

expamitores woukd benelit Pannsymma

sered. This
ki

LEGEND
Higher Alternative I8
Lower Aﬂem&ﬁm ﬁ

Profect Year: 3‘ 2
Construstion g r.sx%mn

fing
Piﬁl&ﬁew!@} Furthar, } woult fostey bade,

TARY mﬁmgﬁ;&w émﬁ Ea m&fﬂ?

: st cuttural inks beieen
P daiphle, with s mmsw Caitrichor
rantadion v Sednclal ceiflers, and

Syaters pmmmﬁ*"?mmlt i e rising
alue g@ém&&mxﬁ&ﬁnﬁy
ed vall napital costs

Structural Benstlls

( Hsgh spead it can snhance the ability of
.. & state oy reglon o compate with oihers

\ for naw invesiment and esoncimic activty.
| Feasibility studies leading fo

it wrid Tabor. Thio fogult, &

in other siplas ars laking

the multiplier sffect, would be some §460  this bnto scoount Fovida Bliemt-Orlando-

riflfon sonuplly, under the bust case, in

new expendiures after operations bogh.

These expenditures tansiate infor

= A fotal, in direct and indirect
amgiayment, of 7,000 12500 jobe,

Tarnpa), Ohis {Clavaland-Qokumbis-
Qinclonati), Texms Ualtas- Houston),
Nevatle/Daliforda (Las Yegas-los
Angeles) and Michigen, Intlana and
ol {Chivago-Delroll), Regardiass of
whors ﬁmtw&&smhﬁ\ma is baallt,

= Annusl personal income of $160 mitfion

{0 $205 millon.

» Siate tax rovenuss of $156 million to $19

mililon annualy.
Dowatown Development

r\:Lﬁghfsp edratt cawewiah:'nﬂpwma\w

the eiopmer»ioﬁ
action of

Travel and Toustsm

in France, ff is estimated that 20 percent
of the tavsian the TGY s Indused travel,
or travel that would not coour wero i pot

real Q§ﬂﬁl A BlalioNs: Tond

for high-spoed rafl, i“i"‘ & system could

g wﬁss«tﬁ&smmdmm st
Sorporaly -headouartens cmﬁmmhxm X

22 )

Penvsylvania's insge A ea?
Anthyar aren is the promotion of

yivania's image ag a d e place
in which to o business. Thisls ih:e most
elusive sronomiie benelit o mensure, bt
i1 s generally recognizad that mitluds has
a great deal o o with indusirial
devsiepment declsions.

Anvinvesiment in high-speed rail thatis
sauidlly inanced and well-operated cen
femonsirale thal & stete car da
something progressive, posiive,
imaginative and oo a large soale o
support #b stonony. This would meke &
graal differance to businesses rying e
decide whether lo locate in Pennsyivania.

Agsessihility

Historically, tansportation s at the core of
soonomie davslopment, a8 oab be ssen in
cur highway sysiam, porls and alrporls,
along rapid iranelt finss and along il
freight sortdors. High-specd rail alse has
tho potertial o be this kind of economic
development catalyst.



NET REVIVAIES . DOLLARS:

Cihet Benelils

Other hanefits agsooialed with high-speed
sarvice:

® Lower unsmpioyment and reduced
assetialed costs of public suppart of
joblosy workors.

= Cpgioruniies fof voung skilied workeis fo
remain in Pernsyivania ralher than having
5 wfing
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Honthly Trafflc Variation For
Pennsylvania Tumplke
vs, High Speed fal (es}amme)

Estimated Daity Staion Activity
{Total Arstyals anid Duparuses)
e T s

ey

the lﬁ’&% high-gpeed ralf could
altract 8.5 milon to 8.8 miliion

e

Datly Hail Person-Trips

By Rail Type
| R R
R Wﬁ‘\lﬂ BAEY
sisTES
/ Total Gally Trips By
! Teip Putposh
| 0

PRIGUEMEUANITI ORSASGTAL ToummT EEWOR. wEANR
ARDCHNNER | BUSUEN

angs bom 181

_passengeisa is surveyed

ew%stmgg LE gaﬁaws Hrthe P?mde%ph % business fravel that Is less
covpidor and Tvan other market

forrmuds for ridership projection. The 5 5 egmaniq, tower faras for off-peak and

i aris the
ipast-nplinistic {smﬁwim dor 18{) mph
steelwhoe! sérvics and thi 8.8-millon-
trqveﬁa« figwwe represenis 250 mph magev
servies under Tavorsble sconomic and

o

* Move productive use of tima, High-
apand i a\m'ﬁq sauch of ihe wasted

T eoid
overoplintistic pm;aoﬁms the survey was

popul

Yino with o outlyirig of the High Speed Rﬁﬁ Assmsmmﬁ‘zd

a&por!s\ and cancelad or dalayed Hights e

cauged by weather or couipmant Fidership Forocasting.

s 7

b4 " =" One of tha key firidings of e study was

have remgg(ad 1 aw e e to { that most wavel in Pennsylvanis lakes

aceount for such delaye. lace al an slapsed lime of o hours or
* Improved salety, compared 1o highway, ) - Tha significancs of this is thal

air and converitionsl sall travel, The
Japaness Bulist Traln flset has caaoraied
for 25 years and civvisd 3 bilion §
passengers, &l withou & single {
Tatality, Walh-plarined and pracisely
operated systoms nawing over “ded-
cated” {to one Ted of traffie — high-
spesd passenger rall) vighis-obway offer
the salest ansparialion known to
manking. The Franch TGY systens, in lull
oparation since 1983, has demonatrated
a sirdiar perlect racord of salety.

MARKET DEMAND

JAn extsnsive ddership suvey conducied

bnnging the easiern and western raaches
- of the ‘siate fe within roughly o hours of
each dther will gresty stimuiate the

volume of nfercily ravel,
~ F(B(:{uem business ravelers, In eiuding
woild the

intantive fravel,

{n May and June of 1935, 25,538
questicnnalres wera handed out i
passengers aboard Amirak rains, 1o
Turnpike moloeists and 1o airling
pasgengers, Of thoss, 8,853 forme ware
returnsd in person o by postpsid mal, for
£ 34.8 percend rogpinse rate.
Queslionnalres wers intended to find out
who I8 fraveling in the corrddes, how often,
why and by what means: what ime of day
they travel how Jorg § ook 4o inake the
total tip; origin and destination; and who
ia paying Tor B Jeavel. In August 1906,

s e o

sefios of sublective madket reeetroh
surveys in Phitaclelphls, Harmisburg, and
Pitshugh, using 218 rendonily recrulted
volunigars. They wers tested in & focus-
group selting to detarmine e oritoria they
use in mm how they tavel,

§ subgroup of kavealers — about
9,53{) o 10,500 ps per woakday or 57
paroent of a fotsl of

o o how el welght they placad
on such wmrm bk dfouk-to-quantify
Aaspacts as oo, convenience,

18,800 o 18,700

businass travelers wouki add anaw»r
4,600 o 8,800 passengers sach weekday,
for 200 peroant. Tourisie would sccount for
1,800 fo 1,800 riders 8 weskday, o §
percsnt. Schoot trips rdprssent about 500
rips a day.

in May and June of 1988 indicaied that by

10,

, reliabiiy, seoudly and
P salely.

The most imperkant fattors, he survey
foling, wers echadule refablity, dost,
fraquancy and average speed or iravel
fime. The most inpornant hardtterstios
for frequant buginess ravslers ware cost,
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Benefits by Reglon
Operations Period
Lancaster Distribulion of Employment impacts

Among Urban Areas During Gonstruction

Aloona

-~ Piiteburgt

Mamisbung
e JerhISiOWN

Phitadelphia

refiabiifty and frsduency. Weather
vulnerability also playad an impodant role.
Thnse who Trave! for other #ip purposes

‘ourist, school, “ether”) judged ip tine,
cost, feliability and requsney to be the
wiost important factors,

FINANCING

Editor's Hotes Prefiminary naneing
studies were hitlsted by the
sommission's conmitants. Belore
detaiiod sludy colld be sccomptished,
funding was discontinued. v the
meantine, thees fiaye beon new
technology developments and new
Foderal lagiuintion, which provides for
taxdres bonding Jor high speed rall
projects, Thuese developniants have
completely alterad thi bottom line,
paanitly, ng vali fin
packags exlets lor the oplions
considered I the study, A Bnenolst
plan should be developed,

The information that jollows s based
an prefiminery linencing studies

By the i 1987
and earlicr, and should be sonsidarsd
only I thal content,

Qopy stellong
were made on the basls of 1888 dollars.

A syniopsis of the financing work
periormed fer the commission follows; itis
datived from dela provided to the
sormmiasion by the genesl enginearing
consuftant and compader spread-shests
provided by the financlal subcansultant in
March 1887, As noted in the introdiuction

{Avarane of Lowst avd Higher Allernatives)

% = 3,000 Person Years of Employreent

1o this report and in the recommendations,
it does nol address some avenues of
capital lunding that vk now being
pursued in other siates.

The prefiminary financing analysis
performed for the comwmission draws the
conglusion that the only affordable high-
speed rall system is that which usee the
feast advanoed techntlogy and costs
abbid $2.58 hiffion. This automatically
ruled owt any considerdtion of maghey
{Option 1) or the high speed steelwhes!
fachnology Optian 23, without further
study a8 to how cost estirates could e
rechased oF how construstion cotdd be

In stages. O e In
nature, this approach was basad ona
premiss thal po feders! assislance, of any
kind, is available and that no forsign
financing can be fourd. Further, Bdid aot
take inte secount methods by which the
presumed id on capiial costs might be
overcamg. These moans inclede
considering the cash contribulioh
available from roat estate velus-canture
programs, which would turn revenue
derived from he retall, hole! and office
development in the Vicinlly of stations
back to the Mgh-speed rall system.

Excluding these potential revenue-
producers resulied in an assumptitn hat
ihe only source of capital hunding Is the
Commuomanalth Reel, o a Rl fallhand
oot basls. However, represeniatives of
foreign suppliers have offered o help
focste s of foraign i 10 buiid

& gipoing of
o provsnt ormployment of the afes.

soecifically, Pennsylvania, And, By
requesting that the genesal engineiing
consuitant produce p station development
report; the commission clearly diodled
its intent fo hamess real astale valuss to
make the bystern micte Enencially soil-
sustaining. The fedura! politcst clmate
anid deficii-reduction sentiment a1 the
national level suggest ihat direct fedaral
granis o build such g project are not in
the offing. However, leders! assislance in
aforr olher than dirset capiial outlay
could substantially aid the projoct,
specifically in the form of faxfres status
for revenue bonds. (This stutus wes
achisved in 1088 with the addition of high
spaed rak 1o the list of rensportation
mades shgible under the federsl tax laws.}

The resuits of the commission's lnancing
analysis are accurale in prafiminary
fashion, within the narrow context i which
they were Coridudied, b\ ncemplate, itis
4 additional areas of financing detalls
that were 0 have been addressed during
the Bned phase of the commission's waork,
e which should be stuttied in any
furthar coneiderstion toward
implementation of high-speed rafl. A rs-
i the # i

ot be nsosssary i any event in view
of the significant t@xdaw changes that
have snsued. Further, Phase 1 capital
cosls wers sxiramaly bonsaraiive; lower
costs resulting from optimized slignment
work were rigt Geveloped, and mviawing
this lesue also will e necessary for any
foe

gn
high-speed rall iy the Unltad Stales and

k]

subsegue
proposal, Ne discussion of inancing high-



i rall in Permsylvania can be
mmn 1e withou! referenos fo.the West
Gerfnan ponsor iu’“ﬂ@&ﬁ&ﬂb{ﬁ@@d
rationat, Transrepid peop I the
spring of 1897 le desssgxn and bulid a
systern between Hamisburg and
sl 8 cost rol exoesding 33
Ll fon, and plockged e assmm::a n
rmmi inaneing, This
mmwm e ) mn&amd in st
addédnadum fo e Gl fnal report. A
rspfew*ﬁsﬁsw of the TBY Co., suppliers of
the French steet-whost h@ham@d feain,
subsmrzi«*y made a shllar offer,

§ s assumed Mat
irce of funding for capital
w woudd be the
mmmih and soncluded that baith
thy caﬂy $7 bitlion high-speed {180 mph}
stesl-wieel plan and the aary 810 bilion
maglsy plan cortelned consideratia invest-
mant risk and ward nol fnanocsable, Using
the same peemiss, these consultenis said
g lower-perfotmanas {185 wph, with a few
stretches of 158 mph up@aﬁ@n) &y&@m
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o joint public-private antily, but no
conglusions wers reathed.

fod project prog
n car be <¥z<

means by wézich 1o bagin th@ pm,e&:

ENVIRONMENT

The ecolagica! effecls assobiated with &
high speed ralt system would be much

s severa han thoss associated with
building new ntersiates or alipadis, In
viriuaily il categorios — land required,
¥y comsurnpiion, nolss, vibration, alr
ion and assihatin Intrusion -
s By poleniistly less damay
nvironment than sirports of free

the &

Land Use and Assthells Intrusion

In areas where all-new fdght-ofw
needed
inlrusion, The Intrusiens ean ke mink
by ¢ astﬁu: s;n'm w&wtsom g, By

sodting $2.55 billior condd be &

Thé comb 1 bellsves hal the
financing & acourate bl it
ovatleoks significant instrurnisnts by which
apian could be implemenied, s
riswing 18 Hoint of the fessibiity shudy.
Detallad and reclistic inancing snalysis
2w regudsiie hefore high-speed rall can
be aplemenied.

The commission’s onsultants have
shicied the benefits and drawbacks of
structuring 1o system as a public, privale

¥ of ss\;simd
rail fines, hy uw:@ s.am ~avearhing
alements, of Ly focating e Fack on an
slevated structue or under growryd.
However, funinsfing con cost many Hmes
maore e Bb-grade senstruction, and may
be unavailabie near urban Fesways.

Or the other hand, the amount of right-of-
way neeaded for a double-track ralroad is
comparatively small, Th artire 265-mile

double-track rouls of the Pavis-Lyons Line
otcupies legs land than the Deliaulie
Alrport in Parls.

Workers in the vineyards of France
doi't sven giance al the guiet TGY
as it stroaks by en roule to Lyons.

A promising rmitigetion measure is io
alavals he sysiom (Darliculany wilh
raagley technology) so thal only an
nasarment, raiher tan outdgit propaty
acguisiion, would be required, This would
b particularly advaniageous through
agriewitural areas whens the high speed
system need not halt prasend kand use,
Molse, Vibratlon and Al Quality

Alf the systerns studied use high

iu haolegy eouiprment Satls nherently
icter than existing faf sysiems.,

F‘m’ts toally powered ralng minimize
propulsion noles, and such devices as
continuous walded rad, slastomesic track
pads, foating stabs end acoustival
Garrlars can reduse noike and vibratian.
Maghey syatemns are potentially allrsotive,
ecaims thate fs no taniact Lelwasn
vehiots and guideway. A relatively fow
frequenay — hourly senvices In sach diec-
ion ag assumed heoughout the study —
reans hal nolss fmpact weuld bie fow.

sition from {axrmgd% is minimal,
1

0
wer plants. T sval of poladants
aipditact by power rail passenger venicles
red to emissions from
fon modes, notably
Highway vehicles and airerall. Bleclric
utifities slong the propesed system have
enmigh resarve capacily io supply high
speed rall withow reguidng construction
of how genarating stalions.




FOR THE RECORD

The four-yeal, 54 million Pennsylvania
high speed rail study was halted by
the administration of Gov, Fobert
Pairick Casay just before it was
completed. The Commission
oblained & $44,000 grant from the
Faderal Raliroad Adminisiration for
pubfication of a Final Report. The
Report was prepared by several ex-
commissionsrs and ex-staff
members, At first, the governor's
people refused o accept the grant
and refused to publish the Beport.
Aftet considerable urging by the
pubilic, the grant was scospled and
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the Report was published two years
after the study was terminatad fonly
700 coples were printed).

However, the Report was In "worde
only" without benefit of maps, chsits,
graphs shd pholos, This was
because & representativa of the
governor refused o allocate sy of
the Federal grant 1o provicke
Hlustrations, Now, howsver, dug o
grart {o the Mgh Speed Rail
Foundation from Transrapled
international, some Bhustralions weve
madke possible for this Exacutive
Sumimary.

The Commission: Front, Mrs, Dottle Ketner, (sxecutive scoratary); tront row, Righard C. Sulliven, Dan Cupper
{expcutive aditer); guest John Riley, (Federal Raliroad Administrator); Robert A. Glesson, Representalive Amos
K. Hulehingon, Scott Oasper {execullve director of the House Transportation Committes); and Erle Bugslie
(executive assistant); back row, Robert A. Palierson, Robert 4, Casey (executive direstor of the Commission);
Kant Rao, Eversit W. Croyle, Hepresentative Rick Gelst; Lowell Witmer {representing Senator J. Doyle Gorman)
and Ssnalor J. Barry Stoud, .
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Speed Hall and the Environment

st vansponation sy are & burden to the eqaviinment, high
spead rall is nol, Both magnelic levitation and advanced stee! whee!
Systems provide high spasds, cormiorf and safety, bul do not produce air
polution, hazardous waste or harmill nolse.

to cornparispn with b
{and. The entire Par

and can be
0 eviy. Nola
ot pover. Beoauss the passing vehi foating quictly by, the cows
seaceiully undarmeath,
Aceerding o Vidtork inksl, formar seavelary of the Fiorda Depariment
of Environmendal Regulation: !

“Air poliution in our state comes largely from aulomobiies, Ninety
percent of the carbon morioxids, Sifty percent of the nlivopoen oxide,
and alsty percent of ol the velatile organic compotings some Som
cavs .. W look fo high-speed vl ag a unique apportunily for eyl to
reduce the drastie bmpasts on our 8% resources.™
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Artachmeue G

Penn State is an economic powerhouse in the
Commonwealth, directly or indivectly allecting
every resident of the state. It generates more than

$17 billion annually in overall economic impact.

~FRIPF UMEACH & ASSOTIATES, 2008 EUONGMIC IPACT STATEMENT

sag
578
848
enn State contributes more B BB e
1o the state’s econcmy sanuslly Penn Stote generated 558
than any other Industey. In 2008, . $68.5 bilkon In
the Untversity generated $8.5 biflion sconomlc mpazt
n direet and indireel stonomic Impact to the state fn 2008, sin
aud an additions! $8.7 billion through
s’ services, resesrch rerclal
fzation, and tha activities of ahonn, for $3n
& total of more than $17 billlon,
© For svery dollar invested in 2008 by 28
the Commonweslth to support the
operations of Penn Stats, the Univarsity
518

returnad $2%.04 in tetal sconomic
impact to Fernsyivenia.

& Perui Siate genarated $847 million T

tax tevenus for the Commonwaalth in $395.3 milion
% Payroll and operations tex
i & patd To PA by Penn State

2008, in other words, the Univarsity
returned $1.91 in tex reverue for every
$1 it recaived in appropriation.

& il

Appraptivtion
& recsived From PA
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Running on Penn State power

in 2008, Pann State commissloned sn dependent study by the Plltsburgh-based

Tripp Umbach & Associates to gauge the value of the University to the Cammon-
wealth, Koy findings In the 2008 Tripp Umbadck report includa the following:

@ Penn State generated mons than
2 persent of the siate’s business
volume or more than $1 out of
every 350 in the state’s total
SCONOMY,

€ The University annuslly expends
foore than $700 million through
its research activities. Research at
Penn State supports more than
18,000 additionai jobs In Penngylva.
nia, which gerierates more than
$1.2 billion in additional ecenamic
tmpait and more than §61 million
in additional revenue for the

Commonwesalth annually.

€2 The Univarsity is tha fargest
craater of total employment amdng
nongovernmental entities. Penn
State has 44,000 employees,
néarly 36,080 of them full-tima.
The tatal payrell from Pann State
s3lly penerstes §865 million
in direct irnpact thrugh faculty,
steff, and technical service ermploy-
wes’ spanding.

it

6 Student spending amounts
o $232 mitfion In the states
SCONOMY.

@ {n 2008, put-ofstate visitors to Pann
State generated nearly $777 milion
in the Fennsylvania sconomy.

£ The meore th

an 250,000 alumn!
who five In Pennsylvenia genersts
£1.9 billlen annually in additional
ecanomic impact, and produce
$59 million In additional govern-
ment ravenua for the state.

€ More than 17,000 Penn State
alumal own businesses in Pean-
sylvania, which directly empioy
miom than 475,000 residents. The
average wage of employees at
companies owasd by Penn State
graduates is $9,800 higher than the
average wage samer in Pennsylva-
nia. This translates inta more than
$4.1 billion iy additional expansion
of the state’s econoemy and more
than $328 willien in additional
government revenus for the

£ The Univarsity curnantly generat
more annual economic impaect th
the combined totsd impact of all of
the state’s airport hubs; professional
spords teams, and arts and cultursl
organizations, by slleacting nearly
1 milffon visitors and generating
$1.73 bilifon annually,

Commanwaalth annually,

nn State employees donate
rnore than $130 million arnually in
sble donations and voluntesr
sithin the Commonwealth,

chari

£ The totst direct and indirect
scoaamic impact of Penn State
is projected o grow pver the next
five years, from $8.8 billian to
$9.5 biliion in 2093,

PRt

R,
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Attachment D

Letters for the Record
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June 17, 2009

Mr. Daniel Sieminski

Assistant Vice President for Business and Finance
The Pennsylvania State University

208 Old Main

University Park, PA. 16802

Dear Dan:

This communication is written on behalf of the Executive Committee of
the Centre Region Council of Governments that consists of élected officials from State College
Borough and College, Ferguson, Halfmoon, Harris, and Patton Townships.

During its June 16, 2009 meeting, the Executive Committee discussed
the concept of constructing a high speed rail connection from the City of Philadelphia to the
City of Pittsburgh. In this regard, the Committee unanimously approved the following motion:

“The Centre Region COG endorses the concept of highspeed rail in Pennsylvania. The COG is
inteested in the project, and will need to assess the implications for the community.”

This assessment is being conducted by the COG's Transportation and Land
Use Committee. It should be presented to the General Forum, the COG’s governing body, during its
July 27, 2009 meeting.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on this important public
transportation proposal.

Sincerely,
James C. Steff
COG Executive Director
JCS/emp
et Executive Cormmittee
Jim May, CRPA Director

Tom 2illa, CCMPO

it
&

Serving the T¢ of College, Fe , Halfmoon, Harris, Patton and the Borough of State College

B



133
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June 17, 2009

Dan Sleminski
The Pennspivania State University
208 Old Muin

University Park, PA 16803
Re: PA High Speed Rall

Dear Mr. Sieminski:

The Ghamber of Business and lndustry of Centre Ceunty (CBICC) Is pleased lo tearn that the
Penrisylvania Stale Liniversily will tesiify in support of  high-apesd rall ine thet would greally
snhance east-west irnvel scroes Penneyivanie. i i @ lerge bul exirermely worthy irivesiraent of
federal funds.

It Is our wndersianding that tha project, if funded, would uXimately conriect Pittsburgh end
Philacolphia wiih siops In major Mekropolilan Service Areas, including Stale College. The
planned rall system would Wally be a bean o the University aitd Cenral Pennsyivenie. R would
spur economic develkipinant, creata new Jobe, reduce ensigy uss, and Nmit hermiul smissions,

Undortunately, airline eompatiles hava been unable to justify direct air service between State
Collage and Pittsburgh. A connectirig high-speed rell line would provide a visble allernative to
alr ravel Selween those locations.

Given the growing fieed for Infrastructura improverments in Centre and surrounding Counties,
we coiimend and suppor your efforts lo address an altermative (o crilicat infrastructure projects
cuiténtly on indefinke Theld*, mainly due % flecal consirainle. These include: the {-804-88 high-
speed and focal aooess interahanges; the 163 connecior roed 1o the Universily Park Alrport; end
the repincsment of the cutdaled and unsate Rouls 322 (BCCCTS) highwey between Glste
College and Lewistown,

Because N wotld ba detrimental to the Central PA economy, the CBICC s opposed to the tolling
of 1-80. An swst-west figh-spead rall syatem would reduce tralfic on 60 and quite possibly
provida enouigh reverue te siisat Ihe exwisioned foll collediions, R would also reduce
aaintanance and upgrade oosls for the inlsrstele and s connecting roadways.

[ networking teducation  promation tinanciog incubation/ advocacy /info |
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With the completion If 1-09, the Rt. 322 Lewistown " narrows”, and considerable new Rt. 22
highway between Altoona and Pittsburgh, there exists many new public rights-of-way which
might accommodate high-speed rail where existing rail corridors are either unsuitable, or
reserved for heavy freight.

On behalf of the CBICC, | wish you success In your efforts to secure the necessary funding for
this forward thinking project. If we can be of further assistance please contact me at your
convenience,

Sincerely,
—

T =

John F, Coleman, Jr.
President/CEQ

Coc:  Betsy Howell, CPCVB



135

enfral
Pem;}wm

CONVENTION & WMSITORS BUREAU

Tovy, Reav, Explore..move

June 17,2009

Daniel W. Sieminski
Assoctate Vice President for
Finance and Business

208 O Main

University Paik, PA. 16302

Dear Mr, Sieminski:
This letter serves as the Canlral Pennaylvania Convention and Visitors Bureau's vote of
indufing

support for the proposal to s Nghepesd rail system in Pennsylvania,

through Cenire Ceunky. We r nlpad&dyou mhvdehaspaﬁofyewﬂmwb
the U, S. House of Fipressniatives Comeniios on Tranep

Our location in the center of Ci W of Pénnsylvania énd our assels, stich as The

Penngylvania Stale Ulwersnty, meke the arse 2 nalural location for conriection to the ral
system beiwesn Piltebuigh, Harrishurg and Philadelphia.

More impodantly, the addition of rail sarvica would provide kcals, visitors and PSU students’
easy access to and from other major Pennsylvania melrapolies areds théfeby having a

positive econornic impact while at the same time heving the polefilil {o decréase polion
from automobie Wuvel sleng with the cost of meinienente of Mghweys such as 1-80 and R,
322,

We command you for your efforts and if there is anything else we can provide please contact
me at 814-231-1401.

Sincerely,

e

Betsey Howell,
Executive Director

800 East Park Aveitue, State College, PR 16803 15003505466 SM2311401 FaxBIINE1Y)  vermeowrdpacog
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Canire Aroa Tanaponefion Authorlly
2081 W, Whilehel Rd. Centre Line
State PA 10801 Contre Ride
814-290-CATA (2282) Conlrp Commute
FAX; $14-230-T843 LOOMLINK
www.calabus.com
The Honorable James L. Oberstat The Homorable Jolin L. Mica
Chairman Ranking Mensber
Committee on Transporiation Committee on Transportation
& Infrastructure _ & Infrastructure
2165 Raybuem House Office Building 2163 Raybeien Houge Office Building
Washington, DC 20515 Washingtes, DC 20515
June 16, 2009

Re:  The Keystone Corridor - High Speed Rell Actoss Pennsylvania
Dear Chairman Oberstar and Ranking Member Mica:

We are writing on behalf of the Centre Aréa Transportation Authority (CATA), the public
transportation system that serves the State College, Pennsylvania whanized arca, home of the
Pennsylvania State University, According 10 the National Transit Datebase, CATA s the third
largest transit system in the stats, in terms of passengers carrled, ranking bebind only SEPTA in
Philadelphia and the Port Authority Transit in Pittsburgh.

CATA strongly supports the creation of high-speed rail across Pennsylvania, connecting
Pittsburgh with Philadelphia and allowing passengers to directly aceess the Northeast Convidor.
Such service would presumably include intermediate stops to serve the Iarger communities b the
central part of the state. Due to the présence of the Ponnsyivanin State Univeisity, State College
is arguably the most sigaificant destination west of Harrisburg. High speod rail service would
provide a viable akernstive to alr travel, Interoity bus and even the peiveie mslomobile for the
hundreds of thousands of people who travel annually from the major metropolitan areas of the
Northeast to State College.

The Keystone Corridor is important in several ways. First, the State College area will benefit.
Many studenis bring & car to campus not because they need it while they are here, but simply for
tramsportation to and feem State College. High-speed rail will encourage students to leave their
cars at home, which witl help alleviate traffic and parking problems on campus and in the
community. Second, CATA will beacfit. Infivichuis who cowss to State College without a
private automobile typlcaliy become regular users of public transportation. Not caly does the
use of transit immediately support several important nateaal goals, inchiding energy
independence, but the pesttive experience that students have tiding CATA buses should translate
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to greater utilization of public transportation later in life. Third, the users themselves will
benefit. High speed rail will allow travelers the opportunity to better utilize their time, and rail
will be less susceptible to disruptions due to weather and highway bottlenecks.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this testimony to the Committee, and for your support
of high speed rail in general and the Keystone Corridor in particular., Should you or your staff be
interested in further information about the Centre Area Transportation Authority or our interest
in high speed rail, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

0o C. Rppetuttn ‘2476 A Yreeres
John C, Spychalski Hugh A. Mose
Chairman General Manager

Pc:  CATA Board of Directors
Dan Sieminski, Penn State
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Weritten Statement of
Lorenzo Simonelli
President and CEQ

GE Transportation

2901 East Lake Road
Building 14-5
Erie, PA 16531
Tel: 814-875-3339

Before the
U.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Transportation and | nfrastructure

Subcommittee.on Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous Materials

Regardihg

“passenger Rail Service and U.S. Locomotive Manufacturing”

June 22, 2009
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Congressional Testimony on
Passenger Rail Service and U.S. Locomotive Manufacturing
Lorenzo Simonelli
President and CEO, GE Transportation
June 22, 2009

Mr. Chairman, Honorable Members of the Committee. My name is Lorenzo
Simonelli and | serve as the President and CEO of GE Transportation based
in Erie, Pennsylvania. Established more than 100 years ago, GE
Transportation is a global technology leader and supplier to the railroad,
marine, drilling, mining, and wind industries. We provide the most
technologically advanced freight and passenger locomotives, signaling and
communications systems, high-quality replacement parts and value added
services to our customers around the globe. Approximately 17,000 GE
locomotives are currently in use in more than 50 countries around the
world. With sales in excess of $5 billion annually, GE’s transportation
business employs approximately 10,000 individuals worldwide.

The infusion of $8 billion in funding for high-speed passenger rail in the
stimuius legisiation provides an opportunity for the United States to
develop a leading position in passenger locomotive production. As the
President’s Vison for High-Speed Rail in America report in April noted:

After decades of relatively modest investment in passenger rail, the
United States has a dwindling pool of expertise in the field and a lack
of manufacturing capacity.

GE is prepared to build in Northwestern Pennsyivania the next generation
high-speed diesel electric passenger locomotive which will support the
high-speed rail initiative, create U.S. passenger rail manufacturing capacity,
and provide well-paying jobs.

GE Transportation is arguably best known for the development and
commercialization of its groundbreaking Evolution Series locomotive. GE
made a $400 million and eight-year investment in reinventing what a
locomotive could be. The Evolution Series locomotive is the most
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technologically advanced, fuel-efficient and low emission locomative to-
date. It is 5% more fuel-efficient and generates 40% lower emissions than
previous locomotives. One locomotive saves approximately 300,000
gallons of fuel over the life of the locomotive. According to a study by an
independent research laboratory, GE’s Tier 2-emission compliant
locomotives deliver a 6% fuel advantage over our competitor in North
America.

GE is prepared to transfer this state of the art technology to the next
generation of high-speed passenger locomotives. Introduced in 2005, the
Evolution Series locomotive is one of GE’s first products to be certified as
part of its “Ecomagination” initiative. Ecomagination is a company wide
commitment to developing technology designed to help customers satisfy
environmental challenges, to maximize performance and reduce cost. Our
leadership in diesel-electric freight locomotives transiates seamlessly to
passenger locomotives. GE’s Evolution Series locomotive lays the
foundation for the next generation passenger locomotive delivering an
estimated 25% of fuel savings and emission reduction by approximately
60% compared to the older locomotives currently in use,

Challenging Economic Times

Both the United States and the General Electric Company currently face the
most challenging economic environment in decades. However, times of
crisis offer unique opportunities to innovate and upgrade. Now is the time
to revitalize the passenger rail industry in our country and to create U.S.
jobs by building the next generation passenger focomotives here and
replacing 20 years, 25 years or older locomotive assets with state-of-the-art
green rail transportation solutions,

GE has a long and successful past working with Amtrak. GE designed and
produced for Amtrak the Genesis’ passenger locomotive in 1997 with the
most recent production run in 2001. GE is prepared to work with DOT,
Amtrak, and the states on the specifications for and production of these
next generation passenger locomotives that will support the high-speed rail
initiative. Specifically, | applaud that the DOT in its high-speed rail program
guidance on June 17 noted that:
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If the applicant is seeking a grant for the procurement or design of
railroad equipment, the proposed equipment should be consistent with
Section 305 of PRIIA, which calls for the establishment of a
standardized next-generation rail corridor equipment pool.

Compliance with Section 305 of PRIIA will assist in creating the
economies of scale necessary to achieve the Administration’s goal, as
outlined in FRA’s Strategic Plan, of developing a sustainable railroad
equipment manufacturing base in the United States.

Congress and the Administration need to ensure that there is a
standardized approach to passenger locomotives that recreates a U.S.
industry, with significantly lower production costs for new passenger
locomotives. If we fail to adopt a standardized approach, the true benefits,
from jobs to efficiency, will be far less significant. This would also
encourage the investment needed in new manufacturing capacity as
opposed to utilizing an array of foreign produced technologies.
Additionally, commonality will provide a greater margin of safety,
particularly as Positive Train Contro! (PTC) requirements are implemented
over the next several years. Further, to the extent that Amtrak is involved
or coordinates with the states on the new corridors, compatible equipment
will not only save money but also promote safety and service reliability.

GE believes that freight railroads will also benefit with more certainty on
the types of passenger locomotives on which they will be sharing their
track. Because passenger corridors coexist with freight traffic, freight -
railroads are properly concerned with issues such as trackage stress levels
caused by higher speed trains and insuring high levels of safety. Including
freight railroads as part of this process of setting specifications would
positively contribute to the successful implementation of the
Administration’s vision for high-speed rail.

Using technology developed through the Evolution locomative, GE will
meet the DOT standards by building new passenger locomotives with a top
speed between 110mph and 124 mph with the benefits of AC propulsion
system that improves reliability and availability with lower life cycle cost.
They will also be Tier 2 emission compliant by 2010 and Tier 3 compliant by
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2012. As a measure of the environmental benefits of this new technology,
replacing a fleet of 200 older locomotives would have a savings impact of 2
millions gallons of fuel and an emission reduction 21,000 tons of CO2, 1,560
tons of NOx, and 200 tons of particulate matter. In addition, this upgrade
would sustain approximately 1,900 jobs right here in America.

Compared to locomotives currently in service, the next generation GE
diesel-electric passenger locomotive also will reduce operating expense
with 25% better fuel economy versus today’s locomotives in service. The
next generation of passenger locomotives will also meet the most
advanced requirements in safety such as crashworthiness and positive train
control (PTC).

We encourage the Federal Government and Amtrak to continue to exercise
leadership. in administering the S8 billion high-speed rail program, the
Department of Transportation must focus its efforts on developing
domestic passenger rail manufacturing capacity. Similarly, today Amtrak is
uniquely positioned to provide new leadership in passenger rail by through
upgrading and expanding its passenger locomotive fleet.

GE demonstrated over the past decades that it possesses the know-how
and manufacturing base in the US to develop the next generation of fuel-
efficient and low emissions high-speed passenger locomotives. In order to
further promote high-speed railroading in the US, GE also is exploring
cooperating with car body suppliers.

We are ready to partner with the Federal government, the States, and
Amtrak to make higher and high-speed passenger rail a reality by providing
locomotives “made in the U-S-A” rather than importing technology and
products from overseas.

The modernization and greening of aging locomotive fleets in America
could clearly have a profound impact on safeguarding well-paying
manufacturing jobs in the US and right here in Pennsylvania.

We sincerely hope that all members of this committee as well as our
customers share our vision of resetting the passenger locomotive industry
in the US, which will carry us further into the 21* century.
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Thank you again for the opportunity to speak before you. | would be happy
to answer any questions you might have either in this forum or at a later
date.
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Statement of
David E. Wohlwill
Manager of Extended Range Planning
Port Authority of Allegheny County
345 Sixth Avenue, Third Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15222-2527
412.566.5110

Submitted for the record to the
U. S. House of Representatives
Subcommittee on Railroad, Pipelines and Hazardous Materials
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure Hearing on
“Expanding Rail Passenger Service”
June 22, 2009
Pittsburgh, PA

Good moming, Chairman Altmire. 1am pleased to represent the Port Authority of
Allegheny County before the Subcommittee and very much appreciate the invitation.

Port Authority is 2 multimodal transit agency providing transit service to Allegheny
County’s residents on 188 bus, light rail and inclined plane routes. Every weekday,
approximately 220,000 trips are made on Port Authority’s bus and rail routes. Port
Authority is currently undertaking a Transit Development Plan to revitalize and
restructure its existing network of services for a more efficient and effective transit
system which better addresses the mobility needs of Allegheny County’s residents.

Although Port Authority does not operate any regional or intercity passenger services or
own any intercity passenger stations, we are interested in proposals for expanded
passenger rail service in Western Pennsylvania. As the rail proposals are developed
further, we strongly recommend that planning for stations considers integration with
Southwestern Pennsylvania’s existing transit systems.

Amtrak’s Pittsburgh station is located adjacent to the Penn Station of the Martin Luther
King, Jr. East Busway. The East Busway is a 9.1-mile bus rapid transit facility linking
downtown Pittsburgh with the City of Pittsburgh’s East End neighborhoods and eastern
suburbs. About 25,000 trips are made on Port Authority’s East Busway routes every
weekday. Thus, travelers from many eastern communities have direct access to Amtrak
with a very short walk from Penn Station on the East Busway. Additionally, several of
Allegheny County’s northern and western communities are directly linked to the Amtrak
Station with bus routes serving those areas having their endpoints at Penn Station.

In recent years, Penn Station has emerged as the regional transit hub for Southwestern
Pennsylvania’s transit systems. In addition to Port Authority routes serving Penn Station,
all other transit providers which connect the counties surrounding Allegheny County with
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downtown Pittsburgh begin and end their trips at Penn Station. These carriers are:
Beaver County Transit Authority, Fayette Area Coordinated Transportation, Mid-Mon
Valley Transit Authority, Myers Coach Lines, New Castle Area Transit Authority,
Washington City Transit, Westmoreland County Transit Authority. Thus direct access to
the Amtrak station is not only possible from many locations throughout the Southwestern
Pennsylvania Region.

This very high level of transit access makes it possible for rail passengers arriving in
Pittsburgh to access many points in the region without the expense of a rental car.
Additionally, these transit connections offer residents of the region traveling from
Pittsburgh an alternative to limited and expensive parking near the station.

While linkages to local and regional transit are important, I would also like to take this
opportunity to mention a secondary benefit of the current location of Amtrak’s Pittsburgh
Station. The Port Authority’s Police Department is based out of Pitt Tower, just east of
Penn Station. Although the Port Authority’s police department is focused on the transit
system, the proximity of the police headquarters to the Amtrak station and platforms can
provide another set of eyes and ears, which would further enhance station area security.

In the later phases of project development, when fares and fare systems are considered,
we would encourage development of fare instruments which would be not only for train
travel, but also usable on local transit systems at the beginning and end of the rail
passengers’ journeys. Such instruments would further enhance integration of
Southwestern Pennsylvania’s transit systems into a Western Pennsylvania rail passenger
service.

In conclusion, Port Authority is excited the opportunities for further integration of local
and regional transit into an improve rail passenger service serving Western Pennsylvania.
Effective integration of Southwestern Pennsylvania’s transit systems with rail passenger
service will be mutually beéneficial for the region’s transit providers, the rail passenger
operator (whether it is Amtrak or another operator) and the users of the rail service. We
look forward to working with Congressman Altmire and other elected officials as well as
the agencies and organizations involved in further developing passenger rail service in
Western Pennsylvania.
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767 FIFTH STREET

June 18, 2009

Ms. Rachel Carr, Counsei

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure

Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipelines and Hazardous Materials
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Ms. Carr,

As requested by Corrine Brown, Chair of the Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipelines and
Hazardous Materials, in her correspondence faxed to me on 6/8/09, my name is Robert
J. Fescemyer, and | am currently the Mayor of Oakmont Borough, Oakmont,
Pennsylvania, Allegheny County.

Due to a variety of personal circumstances, neither | nor my alternative representative
(Michael L. Federici, Oakmont Borough Council President) were able to provide, in
timely fashion, the requested written testimony by electronic mail, in order to be properly
scheduled for an oral, summarized presentation of our submitted testimony during the
6/22/09 field hearing to be held in Pittsburgh; despite these circumstances, it is our
further understanding that this submitted written testimony will nevertheless be included
as part of the overall field hearing record; and for this accommodation, we are grateful.

insofar as this subcommittee hearing is focused on expanding passenger rail service in
the United States, and in particular, the Western Pennsylvania region, we urge the
RP&HM Subcommittee to consider seriously the proposed Allegheny Valley
Commuter Rail (AVCR), a transit project proposed to provide passenger rail service to
connect residents of Westmoreland County and the Allegheny-Kiski Valley region with
downtown Pittsburgh; and eventually, with the Pittsburgh International Airport.

it is our further understanding that the AVCR would operate diese! commuter trains
along privately-owned rail lines from Arnold, PA (Westmoreland County) to Pittsburgh; is
projected at this time to cost in the $100M to $125M range (to bring the 18.4 miles of
existing track into compliance standards for commuter train operation); is further
estimated to require ongoing operating and maintenance costs of between $6M and $7M
annually; and is initially estimated to generate approximately 2,700 one-way fares, or
1,350 round-trip riders, on a daily (weekday) basis.

Primarily, the Allegheny Valley Railroad (AVR) operates its own freight trains along
these existing rail lines; but would be willing to work cooperatively with AVCR operators
by scheduling its freight operations for evening and overnight operation only, thereby
allowing the AVCR to operate during daytime hours.

OAKMONT BORQUGH IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

BOROUGH OF OAKMONT o i

DAVID R.DiSANTI, SR.

OAKMONT, PA 15139-1524 ROBERT . FESCENYOR
(412) 828-3232 MEMBERS OF COUNCIL
POLICE (412) 826-1578 PAULA A CALABRESR P 3. VICE PRESIDENT
FAX (412) 828-3479 ALLANR, KENNEDY
www.oakmontborough.com nxu?'\rﬁmﬁlﬁg

CHERYL P, ZENTGRAF
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"Committee on Transportation and infrastructure

Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipelines and Hazardous Materials
6/22/09 Field Hearing, Pittsburgh, PA
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The environmental and planning studies required as a precondition of documenting the
feasibility of such an undertaking, have been more recently and significantly advanced
as a resuit of the supportive efforts of U.S. Representative Jason Altmire when, in early
July 2008, Mr. Aitmire secured, and presented to Allegheny and Westmoreland County
officials, a check for $500,000 to be used to complete these initial study efforts. In fact,
Mr. Altmire made this presentation during a short meeting and announcement ceremony
which was held in our Oakmont Borough Building.

The advantages and benefits of continuing to move forward with the support and
establishment of the AVCR are numerous, and should be considered seriously by the
RP&HM Subcommittee, including but not limited to: :

1. Increased vehicular congestion along Route 28. The Route 28 corridor,
extending northeast (from Westmoreland and Armstrong counties) to
southwest and into the Pittsburgh area along the northern bank of the
Allegheny River, has grown progressively (and notoriously) thicker with traffic
congestion for the last several decades; more recently, the Pennsylvania
Department of Transportation (PennDOT) has commenced what is expected
to be at least an 8-10 year, phased, comprehensive
reconfiguration/reconstruction project along some of the most dangerous
segments of this highway, which will only resuit in much of this highway's pre-
existing traffic being re-routed through some of Pittsburgh’s city
neighborhoods and suburban communities least equipped to dea! with such
traffic volumes.

By contrast, the AVCR should prove to a very reliable and less stressful
commuting alternative to the vehicular choking conditions expected for Route
28.

2. Continuing riverfront, brownfield development along Allegheny River,
southern bank communities. In Oakmont (site of countless national
professional and amateur golf tournaments over the last century), the former
Edgewater Steel Company riverfront site will eventually be transformed into a
comprehensive mixed commercial/residential development — and this site is
easily within only a several minutes’ walk of the existing rail lines upon which
the AVCR is proposed to operate (a fact not expected to be lost on the
Edgewater developers as they continue to sell the ‘benefits’ of smail-town
living with sensible commuter transportation convenience.) In nearby
Verona, a simitar rebirth of the riverfront is occurring, including the
establishment of a rowing clubhouse and center. And all along the southern
bank of the Allegheny River, a commitment to reestablishing a portion of the
former railway areas to recreational walking/biking trail usage (i.e., the “Rails-
to-Trails” initiative) continues to build momentum. The above exampies, and
many more besides, illustrate the integral relationship which exists today, and
really has always existed, between our riverfront communities, our concerns
for our waterways, and the transportation systems that once connected them
- and which can do so once again.

OAKMONT BOROUGH IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Related AVCR operational plans include the establishing of a vehicle
maintenance facility; several park-and-ride lots; and small stations ~ the
development of which will collectively create local jobs and generate some
measure of local economic activity.

With the Subcommittee’s support and encouragement of establishing the
AVCR, not only will weekday suburban-to-city commuters benefit; residents
in one riverfront community will be encouraged to shop in another community
along the rail line; an-Arnold shopper will ride to Oakmont, or a Verona
shopper will travel by raif to New Kensington. The AVCR potentiaily has the
power to alter the economic demographic complexion of every riverfront
community that it passes through.

3. Fuel prices, Gasoline costs, while continuing to more recently fluctuate, will
not likely ever return to the $2/gallon levels; and more likely, will simply
continue to increase. Commuter rail service reduces gas (ozone) emissions,
reduces fuel consumption, reduces overall vehicular congestion, and very
likely could be demonstrated to reduce personal stress levels.

In summary, we enthusiastically urge and request that the Subcommittee on Railroads,
Pipelines and Hazardous Materials give serious consideration and support, to the
Allegheny Valley Commuter Rail (AVCR) transit project; a mass-transportation
initiative which we believe —

to be a viable and functional commuter alternative for the Western Pennsylvania region
and the Allegheny-Kiski Valley region in particular;

offers the collective ability to lessen vehicular congestion on already-overburdened and
inadequate highway infrastructure;

will reduce fuel consumption;
will assist in the positive economic development of our local communities, and

will be positively received and supported by its constituent riverfront community users.

Respectfully submitted,

Robert J. Fescemyer Michael L. Federici
Mayor, Oakmont Borough President, Oakmont Borough Council
Copies: Ms. Jennifer Esposito, Staff Director RP&HM Subcommittee

Mr. Nathan Robinson, Legislative Assistant (Rep. Altmire)

OAKMONT BOROUGH IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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